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House of Representatives
The House met at 10 a.m. and was

called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mrs. EMERSON).
f

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
February 5, 1998.

I hereby designate the Honorable JO ANN
EMERSON to act a Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

f

PRAYER

Reverend Douglas Tanner, Faith and
Politics Institute, Washington, D.C.,
offered the following prayer:

Almighty God, who created, sustains
and redeems us:

We come before You on a rainy,
windy morning in this capital city, and
pray that You would send a rain that
cleanses our souls and a wind that en-
livens our spirits.

This month we recall our history as a
Nation through the lives of George
Washington and Abraham Lincoln and
the distinctively rich contributions of
Black Americans. Grant us the grace
to see it honestly, to receive who we
are, and to embrace who You are call-
ing us to become.

We dare to believe that is one Nation,
under You, indivisible, with liberty and
justice for all. Give Members of this
House, we pray, the understanding to
walk, the wisdom to lead, and the cour-
age to legislate in such a direction.
Amen.
f

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House her approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.
f

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from Washington (Mr.
WHITE) come forward and lead the
House in the Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. WHITE led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will now entertain five 1-minutes
from each side.
f

THE DEVIL IS IN THE DETAILS

(Mr. DELAY asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DELAY. Madam Speaker, as
usual with this administration, the
devil is in the details. The President’s
budget, carefully constructed by poll-
sters, is a hodgepodge of nice-sounding
government programs. In fact, it ex-
pands government spending by close to
$100 billion.

Now, there are two ways to pay for
this additional Washington spending.
One is to increase taxes, and the other
is to spend any surplus.

Madam Speaker, my constituents
have two messages for the President:
Do not increase taxes and do not spend
the surplus.

The American people do not want
more government programs; they want
more efficient government programs.
They do not want more taxes; they
want lower taxes; and they do not want
us to spend the surplus.

I hope the President gets the mes-
sage.

f

CONGRATULATIONS TO THE DEN-
VER BRONCOS: SUPERBOWL
CHAMPIONS

(Mr. JOHNSON of Wisconsin asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. JOHNSON of Wisconsin. Madam
Speaker, I rise today to pay tribute to
the winners of Superbowl XXXII, the
World Champions of football, the Den-
ver Broncos.

I expected to be here discussing how
the Lombardi Trophy would once again
be making its home in Titletown.

That aside, let me say that this
year’s Superbowl left no football fan
disappointed. It was a nail-biter of a
game that was decided with only 32
seconds left on the clock, leaving those
of us from northeast Wisconsin
scratching our collective cheeseheads
wondering what went wrong.

So today, I give my best version of
the mile-high salute to John Elway, to
Terrell Davis, and to the entire Bronco
team. Congratulations on a well-earned
victory. I guess those of us in Green
Bay will only have to console ourselves
with three Superbowl trophies, and
congratulate Denver on this moment of
glory.

Let me also say to the people of Den-
ver that they are extremely fortunate
to have a Congresswoman who fights as
hard for her constituents as do the
Broncos, the gentlewoman from Colo-
rado (Ms. DEGETTE), a lifetime Bronco
fan and, like her team, a champion.

f

ELECTRONIC CAMPAIGN
DISCLOSURE ACT

(Mr. WHITE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)
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Mr. WHITE. Madam Speaker, in

March we are going to vote on cam-
paign finance reform in this House. It
is a very important issue but also a
very difficult issue, and it is made par-
ticularly difficult because most of the
bills before us are big bills that deal
with the whole comprehensive issue
that we have to talk about.

I have got one of those bills, and I
hope that we can pass one. But just in
case we cannot, today I am introducing
what we might call a small bill that
will deal at least with some of the
problems. This bill is called the Elec-
tronic Campaign Disclosure Act, and
what it does is tell the Federal Elec-
tions Commission to get into the 21st
century.

It directs the FEC to establish a
database on-line to search over the
Internet for all the information needed
about campaign finances in our coun-
try. Every campaign would have to file
within 10 days a report of every con-
tribution that it receives and contribu-
tors, and PACs would also have to file.

Madam Speaker, sometimes we can-
not do it all in one step. The longest
journey begins with a single step, and I
think if we cannot pass a big bill a
small bill like the one I am introducing
today would be a step in the right di-
rection.
f

HOME HEALTH CARE BENEFITS
MUST BE RESTORED FOR MEDI-
CARE RECIPIENTS
(Mr. WISE asked and was given per-

mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. WISE. Madam Speaker, today is
February 5, the day that up to 3,000 el-
derly and homebound West Virginians
have dreaded. After today, Medicare
will no longer pay for skilled nurses to
perform venipuncture, that is drawing
blood, as a sole reason for a home
health visit.

For the 98-year-old woman living
alone on a Randolph County mountain,
no nurse will be visiting once a month.
An 88-year-old woman who cannot get
into the bathtub by herself loses both
her monthly nurse’s visit but also the
home health aide who bathes her twice
a week.

I do not believe this change was in-
tended as part of the very large Medi-
care changes that were passed last
year. But, in rural areas, many senior
citizens who are homebound and
bedbound cannot be expected to drive
25 miles to a doctor’s office.

Think of the costs. People going
without regular medical monitoring at
home will go without the services until
they are so sick that they show up at
the emergency room and are hospital-
ized, the most expensive kind of care
both for them and for society.

Madam Speaker, this Congress must
act to help these people. I have cospon-
sored the bill offered by the gentleman
from West Virginia (Mr. RAHALL) to re-
store reimbursements. It is a frighten-
ing day for many homebound senior
citizens today. Congress must act.

CONGRESS SHOULD MOVE CAU-
TIOUSLY ON RESOLUTION RE-
GARDING IRAQ

(Mr. PAUL asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. PAUL. Madam Speaker, in 1964, a
resolution passed this Congress which
urged the President to take all nec-
essary measures to repel any armed at-
tack against the forces of the United
States and to prevent further aggres-
sion, the Gulf of Tonkin resolution.

Today there is a resolution floating
around this Congress that urges the
President to take all necessary and ap-
propriate actions to respond to the
threat posed by Iraq. We should re-
member history. We lost 50,000 men
after we passed that last resolution. We
do not have a sensible policy with Iraq.
We should move cautiously.

Madam Speaker, I would also urge
other Members to be cautious when
they talk about a surgical strike and
assassination. Assassination of foreign
leaders is still illegal under our law.

I urge my fellow colleagues, please,
be cautious, be careful, and be wise
when it comes to giving this President
the right to wage war. Ironically, this
President did not respond in the same
manner with the Gulf of Tonkin resolu-
tion.

f

ACCESS TO THE WHITE HOUSE BY
COMMUNIST CHINESE IS DAN-
GEROUS

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Madam Speaker,
while everybody in Washington is talk-
ing about a fly on our face, an elephant
may be eating our assets.

Charlie Trie was indicted for illegal
campaign contributions. The indict-
ment reads: Charlie Trie helped to pur-
chase access to high-level government
officials with illegal contributions
from foreign sources. Foreign sources.
Chinese communists.

Think about it. Charlie Trie was not
soliciting money from the Rotary.
Charlie Trie was soliciting money from
communist China.

Beam me up.
And while everybody may be talking

about access to the White House by
sexy interns and how sensational that
is, access to the White House by com-
munist China is dangerous.

Madam Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of any nationality sovereignty we
have left.

f

NATIONAL TESTING IS NOT IN
THE BEST INTEREST OF AMERICA

(Mr. JONES asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. JONES. Madam Speaker, last
year, this Congress made great strides
toward keeping the Federal bureauc-

racy out of our children’s classrooms.
Unfortunately, the administration is
now trying to reverse our progress and
to put Federal bureaucrats back in
local classrooms by implementing a
national testing program that Congress
has already once clearly rejected.

I have said it before, and I will say it
again: National testing is not in the
best interest of this country.

The key to providing America’s chil-
dren with the best possible education is
to put control in the hands of the par-
ents, teachers and communities, not in
the hands of Federal bureaucrats who
are hundreds and even thousands of
miles away.

For the sake of our children, I hope
those of us who believe in parents and
teachers, instead of bureaucrats, will
pass H.R. 2846 to prohibit Federal test-
ing, without the authorization of Con-
gress.
f

CONGRESS MUST WORK TO PRE-
SERVE AND STRENGTHEN AMER-
ICA’S PUBLIC SCHOOLS
(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given

permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. DELAURO. Madam Speaker, in
last week’s State of the Union, Presi-
dent Clinton challenged this body to
pass legislation to improve America’s
public schools. Democrats are eager to
get to work, reducing class size, repair-
ing crumbling schools, putting comput-
ers in every classroom.

But my Republican colleagues on the
other side of the aisle are saying no.
They bring unnecessary legislation
today that would block national tests
to ensure that every American child
meets higher standards in math and in
reading, that would make schools and
teachers more accountable.

It is our public schools that have
made this Nation strong and have put
the American dream within the reach
of all of our children. We should be
working to ensure accountability,
quality, and discipline in our schools,
not passing legislation that would pre-
vent teachers from using the tools that
they need to teach our kids.

Republicans do not believe that our
country and our Federal Government
should have a role in education. They
are wrong. I call on my colleagues to
work with us to preserve and to
strengthen America’s public schools.
f

CONGRESS CONTROLS NATIONAL
PURSE STRINGS

(Mr. CHABOT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. CHABOT. Madam Speaker, as
Congress considers budget legislation
this year, it might be helpful to recall
a few things about our constitutional
system.

Congress controls the purse strings,
not the President. And for the tax-
payers, it is a good thing the Repub-
licans control Congress, because we all
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know what happened to spending and
to the deficit over the past 40 years,
the 40 years when liberal Democrats
controlled the Congress.

Consider the 1980s when President
Reagan was President. The Democrats
controlled Congress and spent more
than Reagan asked for 7 out of 8 of
those years, and then turned around
and blamed President Reagan for the
deficits.

Think of it. Democrats in Congress
refused to control spending, adding
more and more big government pro-
grams each and every year, and then
blamed President Reagan for the defi-
cits.

Well, now Republicans control Con-
gress by a slim margin and the ‘‘big
spender’’ is down in the White House.
We must reject his proposals to spend
any projected surpluses and instead let
us pay down the national debt and let
us cut taxes.
f

SCHOOL VOUCHERS ARE A DROP
IN THE OCEAN OF EDUCATIONAL
NEED

(Mr. GREEN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GREEN. Madam Speaker, Amer-
ica has a commitment to public edu-
cation, an education which is a require-
ment for our country to be competitive
in this world. Public education needs
to be available to all Americans. It is
not designed to educate just a few
Americans. We want to educate every-
one.

We should not take scarce public edu-
cation funds and use it to support pri-
vate institutions that only educate a
few. Vouchers are the solution of my
Republican colleagues to help edu-
cation, but it is but a drop in the ocean
of need.

Education opportunity, smaller class
sizes, more qualified teachers are what
America’s youth need. Safer schools.
We debate national tests today and
vouchers. We are not seeing the forest
for the trees.

Let us deal with public education
with more qualified teachers, safer
schools, and make sure we educate ev-
eryone and not just a few.
f

PROHIBITION ON FEDERALLY
SPONSORED NATIONAL TESTING

Mr. LINDER. Madam Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 348 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

b 1015

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 348

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2846) to pro-

hibit spending Federal education funds on
national testing without explicit and specific
legislation. The first reading of the bill shall
be dispensed with. General debate shall be
confined to the bill and shall not exceed one
hour equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking minority member of
the Committee on Education and the Work-
force. After general debate the bill shall be
considered for amendment under the five-
minute rule. It shall be in order to consider
as an original bill for the purpose of amend-
ment under the five-minute rule the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute rec-
ommended by the Committee on Education
and the Workforce now printed in the bill.
The committee amendment in the nature of
a substitute shall be considered as read. Dur-
ing consideration of the bill for amendment,
the Chairman of the Committee of the Whole
may accord priority in recognition on the
basis of whether the Member offering an
amendment has caused it to be printed in the
portion of the Congressional Record des-
ignated for that purpose in clause 6 of rule
XXIII. Amendments so printed shall be con-
sidered as read. The Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole may: (1) postpone until
a time during further consideration in the
Committee of the Whole a request for a re-
corded vote on any amendment; and (2) re-
duce to five minutes the minimum time for
electronic voting on any postponed question
that follows another electronic vote without
intervening business, provided that the mini-
mum time for electronic voting on the first
in any series of questions shall be fifteen
minutes. At the conclusion of consideration
of the bill for amendment the Committee
shall rise and report the bill to the House
with such amendments as may have been
adopted. Any Member may demand a sepa-
rate vote in the House on any amendment
adopted in the Committee of the Whole to
the bill or to the committee amendment in
the nature of a substitute. The previous
question shall be considered as ordered on
the bill and amendments thereto to final
passage without intervening motion except
one motion to recommit with or without in-
structions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
EMERSON). The gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. LINDER) is recognized for 1
hour.

Mr. LINDER. Madam Speaker, for
the purposes of debate only, I yield the
customary 30 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. FROST), pend-
ing which I yield myself such time as I
may consume. During consideration of
this resolution, all time yielded is for
the purpose of debate only.

Madam Speaker, House Resolution
348 is a completely open rule providing
for consideration of H.R. 2846, a bill
that will prohibit Federal testing un-
less specific and explicit statutory au-
thority is given. H. Res. 348 provides
for 1 hour of general debate divided
equally between the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on Education and the Work-
force. The rule makes in order the
Committee on Education and the
Workforce amendment in the nature of
a substitute as an original bill for the
purpose of amendment which shall be
considered as read. This rule also ac-
cords priority in recognition to Mem-
bers who have preprinted their amend-
ments in the Congressional RECORD and
allows the chairman to postpone re-

corded votes and reduce to 5 minutes
the voting time on any postponed ques-
tion. These provisions will facilitate
consideration of amendments. House
Resolution 348 also provides for one
motion to recommit with or without
instructions.

Madam Speaker, this is a straight-
forward open rule for a straightforward
bill that ensures that there will be no
Federal education testing in the future
without specific and explicit statutory
authority. This is not the end of the
debate on national testing. But simply
a reassertion of the fact that any Fed-
eral testing measure must go through
the proper committee process of the
United States Congress first.

I have been asked a number of times,
what is so wrong about national test-
ing for America’s children? This is a le-
gitimate question. I want to explain
why we are so concerned about this na-
tionalized planning concept. First, ac-
cording to the chairman of the com-
mittee and Senator ASHCROFT, the Fed-
eral Government’s record in Federal-
ized testing is substandard to be gener-
ous. In addition I am most fearful that
a national testing standard would lead
us down a slippery slope toward a na-
tional curriculum most certainly de-
signed by some bureaucrat here in
Washington. I dread the one-size-fits-
all education approach contrived by
someone who does not know the first
thing about the citizens of Georgia.

This idea also gets to the heart of
what we believe. We are committed to
providing more freedom and less gov-
ernment for the American people. Edu-
cation decisions belong with local
school districts and families and teach-
ers in their communities. We cannot
support additional multimillion-dollar
testing mechanisms that waste money
and strip local control of education.

As Republicans prepare an education
agenda which returns decisionmaking
to parents and teachers, gives school
districts more flexibility, gives chil-
dren more opportunity, I grow increas-
ingly frustrated as the President moves
in the opposite direction toward a more
bloated Washington education bureauc-
racy. We passed legislation forcing 90
percent of education spending to be
spent in the classroom. Now in the
President’s budget, he has decided to
increase the Education Department’s
bloated administrative budget and add
$143 million in programs that would
never send a dime to the classroom.

Madam Speaker, we heard arguments
in the Committee on Rules that consid-
eration of this legislation is premature
and unnecessary. On the contrary, with
only about 86 legislative days in this
session of Congress, Chairman Good-
ling deserves praise for moving this im-
portant legislation through the normal
authorizing process ahead of the appro-
priations process. This bill deals very
specifically with the issue of Federal
testing, and there is no better time for
this House to begin consideration of
this matter than today.

H.R. 2846 was favorably reported out
of the Committee on Education and the
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Workforce as was this open rule by the
Committee on Rules. I urge my col-
leagues to support the rule so that we
may proceed with general debate and
consideration of the merits of this very
important bill.

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. FROST. Madam Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

The Republican majority seems un-
able to offer a positive, forward work-
ing agenda for the people of this great
Nation. Instead my Republican col-
leagues seem to have chosen the re-
frain of the 1980s, just say no, to apply
to any and all proposals of the current
administration. And indeed my Repub-
lican colleagues seem to want to ignore
the fact that they struck a deal just
last fall with the same administration
on the issue of national testing of
fourth- and eighth-grade school-
children.

Madam Speaker, my Republican col-
leagues seek to enact a permanent ban
on the expenditure of Department of
Education funds for any work on the
development of such testing beyond the
preliminary work agreed to last fall.
Without waiting for the results of stud-
ies which are being conducted by the
highly respected National Academy of
Sciences, the Republicans want to just
say no to the entire issue of national
testing in reading and mathematics.
This bill flies in the face of a carefully
crafted compromise and undoes an
agreement that was hard fought and
hard won.

Madam Speaker, I do not want to
prejudice the outcome of the studies
that are now under way, studies that
were agreed to by the full Congress just
3 short months ago. By doing so,
Madam Speaker, I believe the Congress
would be undermining the role of the
independent and bipartisan National
Assessment Governing Board whose
role it is to oversee and assess the
studies conducted by the NAS. In fact,
Madam Speaker, the agreement
reached last fall specifically calls for
these, for those findings to be incor-
porated into reauthorization legisla-
tion for the testing program which will
be considered this fall. Therefore, I
must oppose both this rule and the bill
because they break a deal this Con-
gress agreed to.

Madam Speaker, we all want the best
for our children and for all the children
in this great Nation. I suggest that
jumping to conclusions before the re-
sults have been tabulated is not doing
the best for our kids. Why is it that my
Republican colleagues are so opposed
to the concept of testing children to
determine if a child is keeping up with
his grade level? The Republican Gov-
ernor of my own State, George W.
Bush, has publicly advocated the neces-
sity of testing children for reading and
math. He rightly says, and I quote, a
child who can cannot read cannot
learn, and to send our children through
the system without teaching them to
read is like sending them to Mount Ev-

erest without the tools or the training
to reach the summit, close quote.

Governor Bush has advocated holding
back third-graders who cannot pass a
reading test and requiring that chil-
dren pass reading and math tests in the
fifth grade and reading and writing and
math tests in the eighth grade. If the
Republican Governor of Texas can ad-
vocate such testing and in fact recog-
nizes the necessity to determine if our
kids are meeting educational bench-
marks, why are my Republican col-
leagues here in Congress so opposed to
conducting a study and perhaps con-
ducting field tests based on the results
of those studies?

Madam Speaker, let me quote Gov-
ernor Bush one more time. As he said
to the Texas Education Association
last week, ‘‘Some say tests should not
matter, but I say our children are not
with us long before they have to face
the real world. And in the real world
tests are a reality.’’

Madam Speaker, our children deserve
the very best. The Congress has a
moral obligation to ensure that the
education they receive will prepare
them for the very real world to which
Governor Bush referred. This bill is a
bargain-buster and is short-sighted and
could, for all we know, shortchange our
children.

Madam Speaker, while the resolution
before us in fact is an open rule, it does
not allow amendments which would
permit the House to consider matters
that would give our children access to
the kind of public education we know
they need and deserve.

The gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
CLAY), the full committee ranking
member, and the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. MARTINEZ), ranking mem-
ber of the subcommittee, oppose this
bill and yesterday requested that the
Committee on Rules make their alter-
native proposals in order. Those pro-
posals which were rejected by the Re-
publican majority would offer the
House the opportunity to support a
major school construction and renova-
tion program as well as an initiative to
assist in the implementation of locally
developed public school renewal plans.
Those are the issues we should be ad-
dressing today, Madam Speaker. It is
the intention of the Democratic side to
seek to offer those proposals by amend-
ing this rule, and accordingly it is my
intention to ask for the defeat of the
previous question.

Madam Speaker, I would like to sug-
gest that this proposal does not do
much for America’s children. We would
do much better by them by ensuring
that their schools are safe inhabitable
and that the programs we offer them
will prepare them for life in the new
century. We cannot do that by just say-
ing no. Instead we must look for new
answers. I urge defeat of the previous
question.

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. LINDER. Madam Speaker, I yield
myself 30 seconds to respond that while

both the gentleman from Texas and I
agree that reading is important, he
thinks we should spend the money dis-
covering they cannot; we should spend
the money teaching them to read.

This is an open rule. This rule does
not prohibit any amendments from
coming to the floor to amend this bill.
If the gentleman would like to bring
amendments to the floor that are sim-
ply not germane, that is their problem,
not the problem with this rule.

Madam Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
GOODLING), chairman of the committee.

Mr. GOODLING. Madam Speaker, I
want to correct one or two statements
that were made in the gentleman’s
time from the other side. First of all,
this legislation has nothing to do what-
soever with anything that the National
Academy of Science is doing. We are
the people who ask the National Acad-
emy of Science to look at existing tests
and see whether existing tests as a
matter of fact can be used for whatever
purpose it is they want to use them.
We expect to use that when they
present that to us as we go ahead and
reauthorize NAEPS. That is the time
for the discussion; that is the time for
the debate. That is the time for the
amendments, when we are involved in
this whole business of testing from the
national level.

We as a matter of fact have made it
very clear that as we review all of the
testing procedures, and keep in mind
we spend $30 million every year for
NAEPS and NAGB, every year we
spend that amount of money, but we
will review what they are doing, we
will review all of the testimony that
we get, and then we will make a deter-
mination about this.

What this legislation does is give us
the right that we have to make the de-
termination of whether or not we want
to move ahead with a national test. In
other words, the President has always
proposed, whomever that President is
proposes, we dispose. That is our con-
stitutional right; not only our right,
that is our responsibility. All this leg-
islation says is what the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) said last
fall, that we, when we authorize, will
make that determination and that
they do not go ahead until as a matter
of fact we go through the authorizing
process.

Now, Governor Bush is saying the
same thing that 40 some other Gov-
ernors have said. They have moved so
far ahead of us when it comes to up-
grading standards, they are so far
ahead of us when it comes to determin-
ing assessments based on those stand-
ards, they are so far ahead of us in try-
ing to put the horse before the cart. We
are trying to do it the other way and
trying to better prepare teachers.

b 1030

That is what he is talking about.
That is what all those governors are
talking about. And basically what they
are saying to us is what I said to the
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President. We are going to fool around
and we are going to dumb down what
these governors and their legislative
bodies are doing to improve standards
and the ability to assess those stand-
ards.

What I have said so many times, is
we do not fatten cattle by constantly
weighing them. We should not tell 50
percent of our children and their par-
ents one more time that they are doing
poorly. They want to know what it is
we are going to do to help them do bet-
ter.

Mr. FROST. Madam Speaker, I yield
myself 30 seconds.

It is very interesting, my Republican
governor often disagrees with the far
right Republicans in the House of Rep-
resentatives. I suppose this will go on
from time to time.

Madam Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
CLAY).

Mr. CLAY. Madam Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Madam Speaker, during yesterday’s
Committee on Rules consideration the
gentleman from California (Mr. MAR-
TINEZ) and myself offered two amend-
ments that addressed urgent public
education priorities. One amendment
calls for a $5 billion investment to help
local communities repair crumbling
and overcrowded schools. The other
would provide critical assistance to
communities that are committed to lo-
cally driven public school renewal. Un-
fortunately, the majority of the Com-
mittee on Rules blocked consideration
of these education measures by refus-
ing to waive points of order against the
amendments.

To me it is incomprehensible that we
continue to ignore the needs of mil-
lions of schoolchildren desperately in
need of our help. It is also incompre-
hensible to me that with all of the
problems that we are facing and our
school systems are facing that this
silly piece of legislation would be the
first one to come out of the Committee
on Economic and Educational Opportu-
nities in this session of Congress. It has
nothing to do, it has no relevancy
whatsoever with resolving or address-
ing the problems that our children are
facing in the school system, and I urge
my colleagues to defeat the previous
question so we may address the Na-
tion’s real educational priorities.

Mr. LINDER. Madam Speaker, I yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from Indi-
ana (Mr. SOUDER).

Mr. SOUDER. Madam Speaker, na-
tional testing is opposed by the far
right. It is opposed by the far right but
not just the far right. That is quite the
definition. Apparently, the conspiracy
is America has now gotten to be now
350 Members of Congress. Two-thirds of
America and two-thirds of the Rep-
resentatives in Congress voted against
this.

I hope that this resolution puts to
rest this whole idea of national testing.
The President seemed to have gotten

confused in his State of the Union ad-
dress. He said, ‘‘Thanks to the actions
of this Congress last year, we will soon
have, for the first time, a voluntary na-
tional test based on national standards
in 4th grade reading and 8th grade
math.’’

Did I miss something? The truth is
we proactively opposed these testing
standards; 300 Members of Congress. We
allowed very limited development as
part of the compromise but, in fact,
this has been taken that they are going
to go ahead when that is the opposite
message that we sent, which is why we
are here this morning.

The idea that we had a compromise
that somehow is going to move na-
tional tests means anybody did not
read the details of the language. The
fact is the specifics in that language
are self-contradictory. It is dead as a
doornail. We cannot satisfy both the
minority concerns and those who want
to measure.

We have restrictions in there that
the tests cannot be biased. Quite frank-
ly, that has been lodged against every
test, and if that is the criteria these
tests cannot go ahead. We have restric-
tions in there that it cannot be used
for promotion. If it cannot be used for
promotion and those type of things,
what value is the test to the others?

There are self-contradictory things
in one section and another in the re-
strictions we put on to kill it. It was a
face-saving compromise. It was not a
compromise to move ahead on national
testing.

Now, why do so many people oppose
it? Conservatives oppose it, minorities
oppose it, teachers oppose it. And here
is why. Conservatives oppose it because
parents and local school boards believe
they should make these decisions.

We want standards in our schools, we
want standards on our teachers, but we
do not want them in Washington. We
do not want a national curriculum de-
veloped in Washington. It scares us to
think that Congress and the President
are going to control the curriculum.

Furthermore, this affects home
schoolers. It affects private schools.
Because if we want to move our kids
back into the public schools, all of a
sudden we have to be teaching to the
tests they are taking in the public
schools, which they will do, as the
chairman pointed out, teach to test.

Minorities are justifiably concerned
because it can be skewed against them,
one, depending on the content of the
test but, secondly, how it is used and
how it makes inner city schools stack
up against suburban schools or mar-
ginal schools. And parents then move
around districts and businesses locate
by that. That is something state and
local people need to work through, not
the Federal Government biasing people
against local schools.

My daughter is in college right now
studying to be an elementary Ed teach-
er. A lot of the reasons teachers oppose
this is they know there are a lot of rea-
sons other than what is right in front

of them and what they are teaching
that lead to the scores of their stu-
dents. Yet if we publish these scores,
particularly if it is a national standard
seen as some kind of litmus test for
every teacher in America, those teach-
ers are going to be very reluctant to go
in the schools where we need them
most. This is a death warrant, a death
certificate potentially on the schools
that we most need our best teachers.

Now, lastly, do we really want a test
under the control of Congress? It is
laughable to think that we are going to
improve our educational standards in
America by having a national test sub-
ject to politicians, whether it is the
President of the United States or Mem-
bers of Congress.

The truth is when history standards
were developed Congress, House and
Senate, overturned those history
standards, I believe lousy history
standards. We have math standards
being floated that are both insulting
and simplistic and stupid. Now, if those
math standards go ahead, we are going
to overturn those math standards.

I happen to be a creationist, many
people are evolutionists. Do we really
want to have that debate on science
here in Congress as to these kind of
tests? The idea that we will have an
independent board at a national level
that we are authorizing and we are not
going to have control over things that
are contradictory is silly. I think it is
a devastating analysis in the end to
put politicians in Washington in front
of what is in the best interest of edu-
cating students at the local level.

Mr. FROST. Madam Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from
Connecticut (Ms. DELAURO).

Ms. DELAURO. Madam Speaker,
Democrats are ready to address the
problems facing our public schools: To
reduce class size, repair crumbling
buildings and put computers in the
classroom. We are prepared to go to
work to raise standards and prepare
our children for the challenges ahead.

Unfortunately, my Republican col-
leagues are not addressing the real
issues facing our schools. Instead, they
bring unnecessary legislation that
blocks voluntary national tests, an im-
portant tool which can be used to en-
sure that every child can read, write
and do basic math.

Parents across the country share my
belief that these are very minimum
standards to which our students, our
schools, our teachers must be held ac-
countable. Parents want higher stand-
ards. They want their children to suc-
ceed. Parents deserve an objective, re-
liable measure of how their children
are doing in school and how well their
schools are preparing their children.
Parents and indeed all of us taxpayers
deserve to know that our local schools
are meeting our national expectations.

Madam Speaker, this issue was re-
solved last year during the appropria-
tions process. The bipartisan agree-
ment calls for test development to go
forward and for the National Academy
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of Science to study what type of test
might work best for all of our kids.

Republicans in this Congress, as their
nominee for President last fall articu-
lated, do not believe that our country
and the Federal Government should
have a role in education. That is why
they are backing out of the agreement.

The American people do want to have
higher standards that they want their
children to be able to meet in fact so
that they can succeed in life and to
have the opportunities as early as pos-
sible. We should vote against this legis-
lation that works against our young
people. We need to make education
work for all children in this country.

Mr. LINDER. Madam Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume to
point out it is not us backing out of the
agreement, it is the President and the
Secretary of Education backing out of
the agreement.

Madam Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from North Carolina
(Mr. BALLENGER).

Mr. BALLENGER. Madam Speaker, I
want to thank the gentleman for yield-
ing me this time. I rise in support of
H.R. 2846, a bill prohibiting any new
Federal testing without specific con-
gressional authority.

Let me first say that we do not need
another achievement test for our Na-
tion’s students. Let me name a few of
the tests we already have in existence.
The Stanford Achievement Test, the
Iowa Test of Basic Skills, the Com-
prehensive Test of Basic Skills, the Na-
tional Assessment of Educational
Progress, known as NAEPS, and the
Third International Math and Science
Study, known as TIMMS. Again, these
are just a few of tests currently used to
assess student performance.

So let us focus now for a moment on
TIMMS. It is the largest study of edu-
cational achievement undertaken so
far. There are 45 countries participat-
ing. Five grades are assessed in two
school subjects, and approximately one
million students tested in 31 languages.
Through this study we already know
how students in this country are per-
forming in math and science, so why do
we need another math test?

In July of 1997 the results of the
TIMMS 4th grade math and science
test were announced and we found out
that American students scored about
average in both math and science when
compared with other countries. How-
ever, we found that students in six
countries, Singapore, Korea, Japan,
Netherlands, Czech Republic, Austria
and Hong Kong did better than the U.S.
students in math in the 4th grade.

Also in November of 1996, the TIMMS
report showed that United States 8th
graders were performing slightly above
average in science but slightly below
average in math.

Madam Speaker, the point is that we
already know how American students
are stacking up in these subjects and
there is no need to spend more money
on another test aimed at the same stu-
dents, as proposed by the President.

The money and the effort involved in
conducting another test could better be
used to improve our educational sys-
tem and help students achieve aca-
demic excellence.

Now let me ask that we vote for the
previous question and the rule.

Mr. FROST. Madam Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. MARTINEZ).

(Mr. MARTINEZ asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. MARTINEZ. Madam Speaker, I
am going to ask all of our Democratic
colleagues to vote against the rule and
vote against the previous question, be-
cause I really believe we are wasting
our time here.

The gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
CLAY), the ranking member on the
committee, and I went to the Commit-
tee on Rules yesterday and offered two
amendments that would really do
something for the children in our
schools across this Nation. They were
rejected as nongermane. I guess that is
the prerogative of the majority in the
Committee on Rules, but let me say
why I believe we are wasting our time
here.

I supported the bill of the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. GOODLING)
when it came before us the last time,
and that bill ended up in the labor HHS
appropriations and was sent to con-
ference. And during that conference
there was a great controversy over
whether that should remain in the bill,
and the President, of course, wanting
national testing, stood stiff and strong
on it.

A compromise was made. An agree-
ment was made. And in that agreement
there was offered three studies which
we were going to have the benefit of be-
fore we made any decisions on this
side. But it was agreed that no money
would be expended for field tests or de-
ploying the test. In the act itself it rec-
ommends, as it was agreed to by both
sides, it recommends that NAGB, who
has exclusively rights to develop the
test, would do certain things by certain
dates. And that is all NAGB is doing.

I understand the concern of the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. GOOD-
LING) is that they are moving ahead too
quickly and that this may become a re-
ality, contrary to his wishes. As I said
before, the gentleman from Missouri
(Mr. CLAY) and myself supported the
gentleman from Pennsylvania, and we
did so because we had some questions
about whether this expenditure of mon-
ies was the wisest or not.

The fact is we still have that ques-
tion, but we were just as pleased that
in the agreement there was a chance to
provide studies to prove to us one way
or the other whether they were needed
or not or whether they would do any
good or not. I think we should stick by
that agreement.

I do not think that the administra-
tion is the reneging on the agreement.
I think we are now, when we try to
push forward this bill in order to nail

closed the barn door in order to make
sure no horse gets out at all, not even
one that would give us the knowledge
we need to determine whether or not
we need to proceed with those tests.

So I for one would ask all my Demo-
cratic colleagues to remain strong and
stiff and resist this bill. This bill has
been passed once already. There was a
compromise in the conference and, as a
result, all sides are proceeding accord-
ing to that conference agreement, and
I think we ought to abide by it.

This resolution will allow H.R. 2846, a bill to
ban national testing, to come to the floor
under an open rule. However, this rule, while
being deemed ‘‘open,’’ will not allow us to
have a substantive discussion on the edu-
cation issues of great concern to the American
people—school construction and renewal of
our neighborhood public schools.

Members who are listening to this debate
may question why I am asking for consider-
ation of such initiatives as a part of our discus-
sion on this legislation since it is solely di-
rected towards testing. I want to point out to
the body that our committee and this House
has had little opportunity to debate the real
pressing educational needs of our country. In-
stead of considering measures to respond to
our crumbling schools and efforts by our local
communities to raise academic achievement,
this House has considered legislation to au-
thorize vouchers and block grants. These Re-
publican-sponsored efforts are aimed at pro-
ducing good sound bites for the 6 o’clock
news rather than producing good public policy.

Ladies and gentlemen, these are not the an-
swers America is looking for from its leaders.

Yesterday, during Rules Committee consid-
eration of H.R. 2846, my good friend BILL
CLAY and I asked that two separate amend-
ments, dealing with local public school re-
newal and school construction, be made in
order under the rule. Because these amend-
ments are not particularly directed toward na-
tional testing, it was deemed that their consid-
eration today was unnecessary.

I believe that if you ask the American peo-
ple today whether we should be engaged in
partisan wrangling over national testing or
considering real measures to advance our
children’s educational opportunity, their sup-
port would be for the latter. I urge Members to
defeat the previous question so we can have
a real substantive debate on the educational
needs of our Nation.

Mr. LINDER. Madam Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. GRAHAM).

Mr. GRAHAM. Madam Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

Why are we doing this bill? That is a
good question. A lot of what the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. MARTINEZ)
said I agree with, about the substance
of the bill. The reason I think we are
having to do the legislation now is be-
cause the President and the adminis-
tration has not taken the results of our
agreement seriously and there is a con-
stant state of spin. Everything has to
be spun.

The truth cannot be announced that
when he sent a bill over here to create
another national test, 295 Members of
the House said no, not a good idea, Mr.
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President, for a variety of reasons. Two
hundred ninety-five Members of the
House is a veto-proof vote.

Why were we so upset with this pro-
posal and why did we support the Good-
ling amendment that stopped it in its
tracks? There is a lot of reasons. If one
is in a minority community, an inner
city, where parents have a hard time
getting their kids into a quality
school, and we do a national test, those
kids are going to do a lot worse on the
test than somebody here in the suburbs
of Washington. We already know that.
We do not need to stigmatize those
kids any more.

b 1045
It is $100 million. That bothers some

of us, that we are going to spend $100
million to develop yet another national
test on the top of the ones that we
have. So we said no overwhelmingly to
the President. But every time he got to
speak, the spending would reflect that
he just could not get his way on this
issue.

I thought the agreement was a good
agreement, the slowdown, stop, no field
testing, no pilot programs. We have
done nothing in this legislation to prej-
udice the studies, to look at the exist-
ing tests we have so we can get some
useful information out of it. This bill
does not prejudice those studies that
this House and the President agreed
on.

The President said in the State of the
Union, ‘‘Thanks to the actions of this
Congress last year, we will soon have
for the first time a voluntary national
test based on national standards in
fourth grade reading and eighth grade
math.’’

That is not true. That is not what we
agreed to. On the website for the De-
partment of Education, they are adver-
tising the implementation of a na-
tional test that Congress said, whoa,
stop, slow down, no go. We are not
going to give you the money. This is
about keeping your word.

We need a legion of lawyers, appar-
ently, to do a deal with this other
crowd down the street. And that is very
disturbing to me. I understand that
many of my colleagues that voted for
us are going to vote against it because
they feel like they have to support the
President.

The truth of the fact is that this
agreement that we all worked so hard
to get, a lot of hours spent by the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. GOOD-
LING) and others, handshakes were had;
and it is in the law now not to imple-
ment a national test that Congress said
is okay is being violated by the Depart-
ment of Education. And every time the
President speaks, he is denying that
agreement.

That is what this bill is about, and
that is why we are having the vote 2
weeks into that Congress to put us
back on track, and we do need a legion
of lawyers to do a deal with this guy.

Mr. FROST. Madam Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. GREEN).

(Mr. GREEN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GREEN. Madam Speaker, by
‘‘this guy,’’ I think my colleague is re-
ferring to the President of the United
States. Is that correct? So I would hope
that after yesterday, when we named
that airport for a former president, it
is obvious that he will continue to re-
spect the current president that was
elected in 1992 and reelected in 1996, in-
stead of just referring to him as ‘‘this
guy.’’

Like a lot of my colleagues, Madam
Speaker, I am not particularly thrilled
about a national test. We have lots of
State tests and everything else. But
this bill is so premature I think it is
ludicrous.

The number one concern of America’s
people is improving our Nation’s
schools. Americans are concerned
about school children being required to
attend classes that are overcrowded,
school facilities that are falling down,
schools that are not being held to ac-
countable results. And yet, what do we
get? The first bill out on education is
to prohibit a national test.

I do not want a national test. The
first bill we ought to do is say, okay,
how can we fix the public schools in-
stead of stopping the national test? In-
stead of bringing bills forward that ad-
dress these critical concerns, we are
seeing this bill today.

Nothing can happen on a national
test until this Congress approves it,
whether it be reauthorization or
whether it be some other agreement.
This bill is a waste of our time. We
ought to be spending more time talk-
ing about fixing public education in-
stead of this bill and talking about
vouchers that supposedly are going to
save everything. This bill is completely
unnecessary, and it is an attack on our
bipartisan agreement last year.

Why are my Republican colleagues
wasting this time in the House? One of
the reasons is that they do not have
anything else to do. But the answer is
that the Republicans, my colleagues,
do not really have a pro-education
agenda. They do not really want to fix
overcrowding. They do not want to put
more qualified teachers in the schools.
They do not want to fix it to make sure
that the schools are safe. They do not
want to work with the States and the
local communities to make sure edu-
cation is a national concern and a na-
tional issue.

But it is really local folks in the
school districts in our States who do
most of the work. But we need to be
the ones that say, hey, let us help.

Prohibiting a national test is, again,
a waste of time. Many educational re-
forms, such as reducing the class size,
building safer schools, training more
teachers are much more important
than some straw person that we are
throwing up here, ‘‘We are going to
fight a national test.’’

Again, there is not a demand for a
national test. Last year, we had almost

300 Members of Congress, and I was one
of them. I do not mind a voluntary na-
tional test that says, okay, State of
Texas, you have lots of tests. But this
is what we would like to do. See if we
can correlate those tests. Let us do it.
But it is voluntary.

That is what that agreement called
for, and that is what I hope the Depart-
ment of Education is working for. This
bill is a make-work legislation. It does
nothing to make education more effec-
tive or better.

Mr. LINDER. Madam Speaker, I yield
another 1 minute to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. GOODLING), the
chairman of the committee.

Mr. GOODLING. Madam Speaker, I
was just amused that we ought to
spend more time fixing public edu-
cation.

First of all, in many areas of the
country it ain’t broke; and they prefer
that we do not try to fix it. And, in
other areas, we spent 35 years trying to
fix it; and we messed it up royally. So
I think we better be careful about how
much knowledge and how much one-
size-fits-all from Washington goes in
relationship to improving academic
achievement of our students.

We will have a lot of discussions on
how we do that in the committee. We
will have suggestions. We will have
ideas. We will have legislation. All we
are trying to do at the present time is
say, there is a procedure. The proce-
dure says that the Congress of the
United States determines the direction
we should be going. Only the President
can suggest and recommend. All we are
asking is give us what is our right and
our responsibility, and that is to deter-
mine how this test should be put to-
gether. If this test should be enacted at
all, the Congress makes that decision.

Mr. FROST. Madam Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. CLAY), the ranking member
of the committee.

Mr. CLAY. Madam Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

I just want to refute the statement
that is continually made on the other
side that the Democrats are violating a
bipartisan agreement. Madam Speaker,
the only agreement that we have was
that in the appropriations bill passed
last fall.

The appropriations bill agreement
made two points. One, it made the Na-
tional Assessment Governing Board re-
sponsible for development and adminis-
tration of the test; and, two, it gave
the National Academy of Science the
obligation to conduct a series of stud-
ies that would help to inform future de-
liberations by this Congress.

If this bill passes, it will undermine
the NAGB’s role and prejudice the find-
ing of the National Academy of
Science. The bill that we passed only
prohibited the use of 1998 fiscal year
funds to field tests to administer or im-
plement any national test. Fiscal year
1998 ends September 30th of this year.
So this bill would preclude any testing.
We are not in violation of the agree-
ment; they are.
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Mr. LINDER. Madam Speaker, I am

not sure we are going to settle that
violation question here today. But I
yield 11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. PAUL) to try.

Mr. PAUL. I thank the gentleman for
yielding.

Madam Speaker, I rise in support of
this rule; and I support H.R. 2846, which
forbids the use of Federal funds to de-
velop or implement a national test
without explicit authorization from
Congress.

Supporters of protecting the United
States Constitution from overreaching
by the executive branch should support
this bill. The administration’s plan to
develop and implement a national test-
ing program without Congressional au-
thorization is a blatant violation of the
constitutional doctrine of separation of
powers.

However, support of this bill should
in no way be interpreted to imply that
Congress has the power to authorize
national testing. Education is not one
of the powers delegated to the Federal
Government.

As the 9th and 10th amendment
makes clear, the Federal Government
can only act in those areas where there
is an explicit delegation of power.
Therefore, the Federal Government has
no legitimate authority to legislate in
this area of education. Rather, all mat-
ters concerning education, including
testing, remain with those best able to
educate children: individual States,
local communities and, primarily, par-
ents.

I therefore urge my colleagues to
vote for H.R. 2846 which stops the ad-
ministration from ultimately imple-
menting national tests and oppose all
legislation authorizing the creation of
a national test. Instead, this Congress
should work to restore control over
their children’s education to the Amer-
ican people by shutting down the Fed-
eral education bureaucracy and cutting
taxes on American parents so they may
better provide for the education of
their own children.

Mr. FROST. Madam Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. MARTINEZ).

Mr. MARTINEZ. Madam Speaker, let
me explain something very clearly. In
the agreement that was made and in
the law now, no test can be conducted
without the authorization of Congress.
That is in there. In fact, in its planning
stage with what is authorized in that
agreement, they have changed the
date. They have renewed the contract,
changed the contract. The contract had
already been let by the administration
because they thought they had the pre-
rogative to do that.

And NAGB then, when they were
given the sole responsibility for this,
not the responsibility of education as
my friend from South Carolina says,
but NAGB was given sole authority,
and, in doing so, they called back the
contract and renegotiated the con-
tract.

They have the option now under the
law and the agreement as it was made

to terminate that contract at any
time, at any time upon the authority
of Congress or on Congress deciding
whether or not they should proceed.
This is doing it without the benefit of
the three studies that was also in-
cluded in that agreement to give us a
chance to really look at the merits of
national testing.

Mr. LINDER. Madam Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Ari-
zona, Mr. SHADEGG.

Mr. SHADEGG. Madam Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

With all due respect to my colleague
on the other side, I am afraid he does
not read carefully the agreement which
occurred last year. The legislation
which addressed this issue was an ap-
propriations bill. It cannot authorize.
Appropriations acts cannot do that.

In the appropriation bill, it said spe-
cifically, no funds in this legislation
may be used to implement or field test
a national test. But I think listening to
the debate, it is clear that we are miss-
ing some issues here.

Some of us believe strongly in edu-
cation but strongly oppose a national
test. Let me tell my colleagues why.
Because if they go across America, as I
have done and others have done on the
Committee on Education and the
Workforce, they discover that schools
work where parents and teachers get
involved, where they have possession of
the curriculum, not where the curricu-
lum is dictated by a national test.

But, for purposes of this debate, that
is not even the issue. We can indeed,
with the passage of this legislation, de-
bate whether or not a national test dic-
tated from Washington is a good idea.
This bill lets the Congress do that.
This bill gives us a chance to get into
the merits of a debate of whether a na-
tional test crammed down the throats
of the American people is the best
thing for the American children.

I urge the passage of this bill.
Mr. FROST. Madam Speaker, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
(Mr. FROST asked and was given per-

mission to include extraneous mate-
rial.)

Mr. FROST. Madam Speaker, I urge
Members to vote against the previous
question.

If the previous question is defeated, I
will offer an amendment to the rule
that will make in order the amend-
ments offered in the Committee on
Rules by the gentleman from Missouri
(Mr. CLAY) and the gentleman from
California (Mr. MARTINEZ), the Public
Schools Renewal and Improvement Act
and the School Construction Act.
These are the kinds of programs we
need to improve in order to improve
our public education.

Vote no on the previous question so
we can consider these two worthy leg-
islative initiatives to improve the
quality of our public schools.

Madam Speaker, I include the follow-
ing for the RECORD:

PREVIOUS QUESTION FOR RULE ON H.R. 2846 TO
PROHIBIT SPENDING FEDERAL EDUCATION
FUNDS ON NATIONAL TESTING

TEXT:

At the end of the resolution add the follow-
ing new section:

‘‘Sec. 2. One amendment offered by Rep-
resentative Clay of Missouri and one amend-
ment offered by Representative Martinez of
California each shall be considered as read,
shall be debatable for 60 minutes equally di-
vided and controlled by the proponent and an
opponent, and shall not be subject to a de-
mand for a division of the question in the
House or in the Committee of the Whole. All
points of order against an amendment of-
fered under this section are waived.

The majority argues that our attempt to de-
feat the previous question is futile because our
proposed amendment is not germane. The
fact of the matter is that the chair has not
made a ruling nor heard our arguments as to
the germaneness of our amendment. The only
way to make that determination is to allow us
to offer the amendment by defeating the pre-
vious question.

This vote, the vote on whether to order the
previous question on a special rule, is not
merely a procedural vote.

A vote against ordering the previous ques-
tion is a vote against the Republican majority
agenda and a vote to allow the opposition, at
least for the moment, to offer an alternative
plan.

It is a vote about what the House should be
debating.

The vote on the previous question on a rule
does have substantive policy implications. It is
one of the only available tools for those who
oppose the Republican majority’s agenda to
offer an alternative plan.

I ask unanimous consent to insert material
in the RECORD at this point.
THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT

IT REALLY MEANS

This vote, the vote on whether to order the
previous question on a special rule, is not
merely a procedural vote. A vote against or-
dering the previous question is a vote
against the Republican majority agenda and
a vote to allow the opposition, at least for
the moment, to offer an alternative plan. It
is a vote about what the House should be de-
bating.

Mr. Clarence Cannon’s Precedents of the
House of Representatives, (VI, 308–311) de-
scribes the vote on the previous question on
the rule as ‘‘a motion to direct or control the
consideration of the subject before the House
being made by the Member in charge.’’ To
defeat the previous question is to give the
opposition a chance to decide the subject be-
fore the House. Cannon cites the Speaker’s
ruling of January 13, 1920, to the effect that
‘‘the refusal of the House to sustain the de-
mand for the previous question passes the
control of the resolution to the opposition’’
in order to offer an amendment. On March
15, 1909, a member of the majority party of-
fered a rule resolution. The House defeated
the previous question and a member of the
opposition rose to a parliamentary inquiry,
asking who was entitled to recognition.
Speaker Joseph G. Cannon (R–Illinois) said:
‘‘The previous question having been refused,
the gentleman from New York, Mr. Fitzger-
ald, who had asked the gentleman to yield to
him for an amendment, is entitled to the
first recognition.’’

Because the vote today may look bad for
the Republican majority they will say ‘‘the
vote on the previous question is simply a
vote on whether to proceed to an immediate
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vote on adopting the resolution . . . [and]
has no substantive legislative or policy im-
plications whatsoever.’’ But that is not what
they have always said. Listen to the Repub-
lican Leadership Manual on the Legislative
Process in the United States House of Rep-
resentatives, (6th edition, page 135). Here’s
how the Republicans describe the previous
question vote in their own manual:

Although it is generally not possible to
amend the rule because the majority Mem-
ber controlling the time will not yield for
the purpose of offering an amendment, the
same result may be achieved by voting down
the previous question on the rule . . . When
the motion for the previous question is de-
feated, control of the time passes to the
Member who led the opposition to ordering
the previous question. That Member, because
he then controls the time, may offer an
amendment to the rule, or yield for the pur-
pose of amendment.’’

Deschler’s Procedure in the U.S. House of
Representatives, the subchapter titled
‘‘Amending Special Rules’’ states: ‘‘a refusal
to order the previous question on such a rule
[a special rule reported from the Committee
on Rules] opens the resolution to amend-
ment and further debate.’’ (Chapter 21, sec-
tion 21.2) Section 21.3 continues:

Upon rejection of the motion for the pre-
vious question on a resolution reported from
the Committee on Rules, control shifts to
the Member leading the opposition to the
previous question, who may offer a proper
amendment or motion and who controls the
time for debate thereon.’’

The vote on the previous question on a rule
does have substantive policy implications. It
is one of the only available tools for those
who oppose the Republican majority’s agen-
da to offer an alternative plan.

Mr. LINDER. Madam Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Madam Speaker, at this point, I
would like to urge all of my colleagues
to vote for the previous question and
for the rule. This is the third rule we
have had on the floor in the second half
of the 105th Congress. All three of them
have been open rules, allowing any
amendment in order at any time.

What the gentleman from Texas
would like to do is create a political
issue, to say, if you vote against the
previous question, you are voting
against schools construction when, in
point of fact, they are not germane to
the bill. They have nothing to do with
testing.

Even were he to win his previous
question vote, those amendments
would continue to be ruled out of order
for lack of germaneness. So I urge my
colleagues to see through this little bit
of a game. Vote for the previous ques-
tion. Vote for the rule.

Madam Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time, and I move the pre-
vious question on the resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on ordering the previous
question.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. FROST. Madam Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

Pursuant of clause 5 of rule XV, the
Chair will reduce to a minimum of 5
minutes the period of time within
which a vote by electronic device, if or-
dered, will be taken on the question of
agreeing to the resolution.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 220, nays
185, not voting 25, as follows:

[Roll No. 8]

YEAS—220

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Brady
Bryant
Bunning
Burr
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Christensen
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Cook
Cooksey
Cox
Crane
Crapo
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Foley
Forbes
Fossella
Fowler
Fox
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons

Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Granger
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Hill
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Jones
Kasich
Kelly
Kim
Kingston
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lucas
Manzullo
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Moran (KS)
Morella
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oxley
Packard
Pappas
Parker

Paul
Paxon
Pease
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Ramstad
Redmond
Regula
Riley
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce
Ryun
Sabo
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer, Dan
Schaffer, Bob
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shimkus
Shuster
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Linda
Snowbarger
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stump
Sununu
Talent
Tauzin
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Traficant
Turner
Upton
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—185

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baesler
Baldacci

Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Bentsen
Berman
Berry
Bishop

Blagojevich
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd

Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Cardin
Carson
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Cummings
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Filner
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gordon
Green
Gutierrez
Hamilton
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Holden
Hooley
Hoyer
Jackson (IL)

Jackson-Lee
(TX)

Jefferson
John
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, E. B.
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manton
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McHale
McIntyre
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran (VA)
Murtha
Nadler
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens

Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Pickett
Poshard
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Sherman
Sisisky
Skaggs
Slaughter
Smith, Adam
Snyder
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stenholm
Stokes
Strickland
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Thompson
Thurman
Tierney
Torres
Towns
Velazquez
Vento
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Wexler
Weygand
Wise
Woolsey
Wynn
Yates

NOT VOTING—25

Becerra
Blumenauer
Burton
Chenoweth
Doggett
Engel
Eshoo
Gonzalez
Hall (OH)

Herger
Johnson, Sam
King (NY)
Klink
Largent
Markey
McKeon
Neal
Pomeroy

Radanovich
Riggs
Rogan
Schiff
Stupak
Taylor (NC)
Visclosky
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Messrs. WYNN, MURTHA, KLECZKA
and TAYLOR of Mississippi changed
their vote from ‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’

So the previous question was ordered.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.

EMERSON). The question is on the reso-
lution.

The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid upon

the table.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to House Resolution 348 and rule
XXIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 2846.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved
itself into the Committee of the Whole
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House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2846) to
prohibit spending Federal education
funds on national testing without ex-
plicit and specific legislation, with Mr.
EWING in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the

rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. GOODLING) and the
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. CLAY)
each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. GOODLING).

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, about a year ago,
President Clinton announced his pro-
posal for a Federal test in fourth grade
reading and eighth grade math, and the
White House and the Department of
Education relied upon a little-known
program, the Fund for the Improve-
ment of Education, for their authority.
Yet, nowhere, nowhere in the Fund for
the Improvement of Education is there
specific or explicit authorization for
the President’s national tests in read-
ing and math. Nor was the program
ever intended as a justification for na-
tional tests.

A few years ago, the predecessor to
the Fund for the Improvement of Edu-
cation specifically and explicitly pro-
vided for ‘‘Optional Tests of Academic
Excellence.’’ However, the majority at
that time in 1994 changed all that.
That testing language was purposely
removed by Congress in the Improving
America’s Schools Act of 1994. It is now
clear that there is no current specific
or explicit authority in the Fund for
the Improvement of Education or any
other statute for implementing the
President’s national tests.

When the testing issue was put to
vote last Congress, nearly 300 Members
voted against national testing, includ-
ing many Members from both sides of
the aisle. I realize that is diminishing
because there are all sorts of pie-in-
the-sky promises, and therefore, the
vote will be different. That is obvious.

The final result of the appropriations
activities last year was to prohibit
pilot testing, field testing or any im-
plementation or administration of the
tests in 1998. Limited test development
activities could go forward, because
they already put up $17 million, but
what happens beyond 1998 was never
addressed.

Despite the appropriate language, the
White House and the Department of
Education continue to represent to the
public that testing will automatically
go forward in future years, even with-
out any action by Congress. That is
wrong. No decision has ever been made
by Congress about testing policy in the
fiscal year 1999 or any other time
thereafter.

Now, at the November 13, 1997 signing
of the appropriation bill, the President
said, ‘‘For the very first time, Congress

has voted to support the development
of voluntary national tests to measure
performance in fourth grade reading
and eighth grade math. The tests will
be created by an independent, biparti-
san organization and will be piloted in
schools next October 1998.’’ 1998.

Just last week the President reiter-
ated in his State of the Union address,
and at that time the President said,
‘‘Thanks to the action of this Congress
last year, we will soon have, for the
first time, a voluntary national test
based on national standards in fourth
grade reading and eighth grade math.’’

Again, the point is that the Congress
has made no decision about Federal
testing in 1999 or future years. That
was never even talked about. In addi-
tion, beginning in November of 1997 and
continuing through January of 1998,
the day of our markup last week, the
Department of Education’s website rep-
resented to the public that pilot test-
ing would in fact take place beginning
in the fall of 1998.
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Here is how the web page read at that
time: ‘‘The bill, [PL 105–78] provides
full funding to proceed with immediate
development of the first-ever voluntary
national test in fourth grade reading
and eighth grade math . . . The bill
permits pilot testing to begin in fall
1998.’’

Never, never did any Congress ever
say that that is what is going to take
place. That is a decision that we as a
Congress will make, not the President
of the United States.

On the very next day after our mark-
up, the Department changed the year
for pilot testing from 1998 to 1999. Well,
I know why. We all tried to tell them
they cannot get a test that is going to
be valid, worth anything, in less than 3
to 5 years. So NAGB, of course, redid
the contract and rebid the contract and
told them here is what we have to do.

We also found out a day after the
markup that the display now says on
their web site, ‘‘The first pilot tests are
scheduled for the fall of 1999, and the
first field tests in the spring of the
year 2000.’’

Again, what I am trying to point out
is there is no agreement about 1999, the
year 2000, or any time thereafter. That
is the only point we are trying to make
in this legislation. It is our responsibil-
ity. The Congress of the United States,
to make that determination.

Mr. Chairman, let me tell my col-
leagues who probably gave us the best
argument for slowing down this train.
It was the minority members on my
committee. The minority members on
my committee during markup gave us
all the reasons why we should slow
down this train. What did they say dur-
ing markup? There were those that
were concerned about tests being used
for tracking. There were those who
talked about we are concerned about
language barriers in tests. There were
those who said how are the tests going
to be used? Are they going to be used

to compare schools, children, et cetera?
There were those who were concerned
about who determines the content.

All of these things came up during
the debate when we were marking up
this legislation. And what did I say to
them? I said, ‘‘Well, let me ask you, did
the Secretary call and ask you for any
input on how they were putting this
test together?’’ Total silence.

Then I said, ‘‘How about the contrac-
tors, did the contractors call you and
ask you to give input on how they are
putting together these tests?’’ Total si-
lence.

And then I said, ‘‘Well, how about
NAGB? Have they called and asked you
for any input in what they are doing?’’
Total silence.

And, of course, that is the whole pur-
pose of this piece of legislation today;
to give those people who were asking
those questions an opportunity to par-
ticipate in any kind of development.
To make sure that their concerns that
they had, legitimate concerns, are real-
ized and that they are understood.

But if we do not do what we are going
to do today, they get no opportunity to
participate in any way, shape, or form,
it is a done deal. And so we get 300
math professors who say, wait a
minute, they are moving in a way of
constructing a test that really is not
the best way to teach mathematics. We
have reading people saying is the read-
ing test dealing with phonics? Is it
dealing with look-see? Is it dealing
with any other kind of programs that
may be out there, whole language?
They need to have answers to those
questions.

My colleagues on the committee
have to have answers to those ques-
tions. My colleagues who are on the
minority side truly need to have an-
swers to those questions.

The only way they get to participate
is if we, as a matter of fact, accept this
legislation today so that we become
the players, the Congress of the United
States, in determining what goes for-
ward as we reauthorize NAEP and
NAGB this year, we look at the whole
picture.

Now, there are some who say this
would jeopardize what the National
Academy of Sciences is doing. It does
not have anything to do with what the
National Academy of Sciences is doing.
As a matter of fact we will take what
they do. They are due, I believe, June
1 with their report. That will be consid-
ered. It does not interfere with any-
body out there who has any kind of
input they want to put in.

Mr. Chairman, all it says is: Hold it,
administration. The decision is made
here in the Congress of the United
States. Constitutionally, it is our au-
thority. Constitutionally, it is our re-
sponsibility.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 3 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I am very dis-
appointed that we find ourselves debat-
ing this bill today. With all the prob-
lems facing our schools, overcrowded
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classrooms, crumbling buildings,
teacher shortages, it boggles the mind
to see that the first bill passed out of
the Committee on Economic and Edu-
cational Opportunities this year is one
as petty as this one.

It is designed as a political ploy to
embarrass Secretary of Education
Riley and President Clinton. There is
no reason to act on this bill today. The
fiscal year 1998 Labor HHS Education
Appropriations bill is very clear. It
prohibits the use of 1998 fiscal year
funds to field test, administer, distrib-
ute or implement any national test.
The appropriations bill also requires
three separate studies by the National
Academy of Sciences, which are due
later this year.

This proposal fails to address a num-
ber of issues of critical concern to par-
ents, students, teachers and schools.
And I ask some questions, some very
basic questions that this Congress
ought to be asking, that our Chairman
referred to in his opening remark:

Will a national test accommodate
students who have limited English pro-
ficiency or disabilities? Could the test
be used for high stakes purposes such
as tracking, funding reductions, grade
retention and graduation thresholds?
How will civil rights protections be en-
sured in the development, use, and ad-
ministration of the test? How do we
weed out bias and discrimination in the
content of a national test? And most
importantly, will those students who
fail the test be provided significant
new resources to ensure that they will
have real educational opportunities?

These are legitimate concerns and le-
gitimate questions that this Congress
ought to answer. But if this bill passes,
the sponsor of this bill will preclude
the Congress from ever acting in these
areas.

Mr. Chairman, we should act to re-
solve these and other serious questions
about national testing in a measured,
deliberate way during this year’s reau-
thorization of the National Assessment
of Education Progress, and the Na-
tional Assessment of Governing
Boards.

Mr. Chairman, with so few days in
this legislative session, it is critical
that the House act wisely and con-
structively on urgent education prior-
ities. We should be passing legislation
to repair our Nation’s crumbling
schools and overcrowded schools. We
should be initiating legislation calling
for reduced class sizes and stronger
after-school programs. This bill does
nothing to address these critical needs.
Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I urge its de-
feat.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. VENTO).

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
CLAY) for yielding, and I agree with the
gentleman’s statement.

Mr. Chairman, this bill seems to fol-
low in the footsteps of Forrest Gump.
That is that it seems to be in a state of

denial. I am not qualified to partici-
pate in this debate, because I have
taken educational measurement
courses and have taught secondary
school for about 10 years and I do not
find much of a discussion that is con-
nected to the real world of education or
testing.

I think maybe following the logic in
this bill we ought to ban all testing,
because they are imperfect instru-
ments. And the issues being raised in
terms of problems are not unique. In
fact, there is a body of knowledge that
for 100 years has gone on with edu-
cational measurement that has tried to
address these issues and perfect the
ability to utilize reliable and valid in-
struments.

Mr. Chairman, I commend Members
of Congress for taking this on in a few
hours today in resolving this problem
in favor of not having banning national
tests. That way nobody will know what
they are receiving and whether or not
they are attaining the educational
goals and we will all be happier for it;
just like the character Forrest Gump.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for his comment, and I
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman
from New Jersey (Mrs. ROUKEMA) a dis-
tinguished member of the committee.

(Mrs. ROUKEMA asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in strong support of the bill offered
by the gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Mr. GOODLING), and also in support of
his statement. I want to associate my-
self with the gentleman’s remarks.

Mr. Chairman, as a member of the
authorizing committee, I believe it is
not only inappropriate, it is also wrong
for the President to use any funds on a
program that has not been authorized
by the relevant committee, the Com-
mittee on Education and the Work-
force.

If we do not pass this bill today, we
will be allowing the President to cir-
cumvent our committee and that ac-
tion would mock the fundamental con-
stitutional separation of powers prin-
ciple.

Despite the fact that the administra-
tion has no specific or explicit author-
ization, the President has already put
the Department of Education on a
track to develop and implement these
tests automatically without our au-
thorization. I do not understand this.

Until Congress has the opportunity
to review the proposal, no action
should be taken. Congress must and
should act to look into any national
testing proposal and whether such an
idea is a good test or not. I do not be-
lieve it is a good way of spending Fed-
eral dollars, but that is really beside
the point of this debate right now.

Mr. Chairman, I do want to say and
advise our colleagues here that we al-
ready have numerous tests, including
two federally funded testing programs.

The first, the National Assessment of
Education Progress, and the other, the
Third International Mathematics and
Science Study, not to mention all the
State programs.

Additional Federal dollars, and I
want my colleagues to understand this
because we are under very strong re-
strictions about Federal money and
where it is coming from and where it is
going, additional Federal dollars
should be better spent improving our
schools and the education of our chil-
dren. We should be spending those Fed-
eral dollars, limited as they are, in the
classrooms on programs such as Head
Start and Early Start and teacher
preparation.

Additionally, in my opinion, the na-
tional test would inevitably lead to a
de facto national curriculum, but that
is one of the discussions we should
have and the debate when the commit-
tee discusses and really evaluates
whether or not there is any merit to a
national testing program.

But I even have a greater concern,
and all of us know it, and I actually
think the ranking member made an in-
direct reference to this, there is a ques-
tion as to whether or not a national
testing program leads to teaching to
the test. There have been all kinds of
studies done about the limitations of
testing and to what extent teaching to
the test will really obscure proper edu-
cational goals.

So there are all kinds of reasons why
we should be having an appropriate na-
tional debate through the committee of
authorization on this subject. And no
money should be spent without the au-
thorizing committee’s action on this
issue.

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. GOODLING) for
yielding me this time.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. WOOLSEY).

(Ms. WOOLSEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, last
fall, Members of Congress from both
parties worked with the administration
and drafted a bipartisan agreement on
what we could and what we could not
do regarding national testing. Since
then, there has been no evidence that
the administration or any of the agen-
cies named in that agreement have bro-
ken the agreement. Yet here we are,
Mr. Chairman, not 3 months later,
after putting the agreement together,
debating again the development of na-
tional tests.

I cannot help but believe that this
legislation is motivated more by politi-
cal urgency than by any real need. I
hope that my colleagues will join me in
putting the partisan politics aside.
Vote ‘‘no’’ on H.R. 2846 and let us get
to work on what we really need to do
on reducing crowded classrooms, train-
ing more teachers, building new
schools, and helping all of our children
achieve high standards.
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Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Delaware (Mr. CASTLE), another mem-
ber of the committee.

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me the
time.

I think we have a tremendous dis-
connect in the reality of education in
America today which concerns me a
great deal. And that is that we have
studies that show that the ultimate
consumers in terms of what happens to
the education product, if you want to
phrase it that way, the colleges and the
workplace all say the kids are just not
doing as well as they should, that edu-
cation is not where it should be. But if
we look at polls on how our schools are
doing on a local basis, we will find that
parents and others say, gee, they are
achieving at an 80 percent level or
whatever it may be be. We just do not
find that to be the right answer out in
the workplace.

I am one who believes that we need
some sort of national comparison. I am
not sure if we need a national vol-
untary test or not, and for that reason
I am going to support the legislation. I
do not think that this legislation has
gained adequate support from families
and educators in the States or Con-
gress yet, and the National Assessment
Governing Board, on which I actually
served for a couple years, has rec-
ommended that the test be delayed
until 2001. And the administration
wants to move it up. Tests cannot be
done that rapidly. They are very dif-
ficult to do.

But having said that, I do not come
down on the side of those who say that
we need no testing at all. I would hope
that in our looking at reauthorization
of NAGB and NAEPS later this year
that we look seriously at that ques-
tion. I will tell my colleagues most of
the tests that are given now on a na-
tional level do not lend themselves to
comparisons from one place to another
because they are not given in a way so
that we can make the comparisons.
That is intentional to some degree, and
I do not think we are going to learn too
much by any studies on tests which
exist right now. But I think we have to
do something about it.

We talk about State standards, for
example, as a way of doing this. My
State happened to adopt very tough
standards, and most of the students did
not meet the standards. Then they
took a national test and they did pret-
ty well on the national test. There is at
least one Southern State in which 80
percent of the kids did extraordinarily
well on that State’s standards, and
they took the national test, and I
think fewer than 20 percent of them ac-
tually did well on the national test.
What does that mean? Does it mean
that the Delaware students are better
or worse because they did well on the
Federal, not well on the State? I do not
know. I think we need that compari-
son.

Believe me, now, in my State, we
have comparisons school by school, and
it has driven education reform tremen-
dously. It appears in our newspapers.
They see what it is. Parents are able to
make choices now within public
schools. It has made a huge difference
as far as education is concerned. I
think we really have to continue to
look at the subject and develop it in
every way we possibly can.

There are those who I know oppose
any kind of national testing, and I
would tell them I would hope they
would keep their powder dry, continue
to look at this subject. I think we un-
derstand there are reasons, which
range from fears of discrimination or
national curriculum or wasting Federal
dollars or students’ time with yet an-
other test. But there has to be some-
thing to improve education.

I think part of it is to get into this
whole issue of some sort of a compari-
son, be it testing or whatever it may
be. I have heard critics of testing say
that one does not fatten a cow by
weighing it regularly, and we should
not test kids that way. But I will tell
Members that this is not testing kids
in the same way from one State to an-
other. We have got to be able to make
a fair comparison. Right now the State
tests do not do it. So let us all try to
work together on this. This is a very
important issue for the future of this
country.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. MARTINEZ).

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Chairman, I
want to thank the ranking member,
the gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
CLAY) for yielding the time to me.

It seems that we are into this thing
again when we did it once last year at
the close of the last session. I do not
know why we are doing this thing at
this time. I would rather be spending
the time very clearly making a dif-
ference in things that matter to chil-
dren across the Nation, things that are
desperately needed like teacher train-
ing, classroom construction and a
whole lot of other things that I could
go into and I will not at this time.

What really disturbs me is that in
the past we, in the majority on the
committee, especially this committee,
have worked in a bipartisan way. That
is not true in the debate that is before
us today. Only a few months ago the
chairman deservedly has to be given
credit for working out a compromise,
and that compromise that was reached
between the chairman, the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. GOODLING), and
the administration on what national
testing activities would be allowed dur-
ing the fiscal year of 1998.

As Members know, that agreement
banned all activities except those re-
lated to the development and planning
of tests. In addition that compromise
required the National Academy of
Science to issue three studies, and
those studies were intended to give the
Members information which would be

key to enlightening us to the policy de-
cisions on this issue. Lastly the com-
promise transferred oversight of the
test to the National Assessment Gov-
erning Board, or NAGB, as the gen-
tleman from Delaware (Mr. CASTLE)
has referred to that he served on, to as-
sure a nonpartisan supervision of those
tests.

With this compromise recently put
into place, I was one Member who
thought that we would be informed by
the NAGB studies prior to a sub-
stantive debate during our committee’s
consideration of NAGB; that is, NAGB
reauthorization. However, this is clear-
ly not the major intent here.

I have great respect for the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. GOOD-
LING); I always have had. Traditionally
our committee, as I said before, has re-
solved our differences in a bipartisan
fashion. The past session of Congress,
under the leadership of the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. GOODLING), we
followed that theme. Consideration of
this bill, however, has been handled in
exactly the opposite fashion. Despite
the objections of Secretary Riley, the
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. CLAY),
ranking member, and several promi-
nent civil rights groups, the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. GOODLING) has
pushed forward with this legislation. In
the committee we asked him to post-
pone its consideration until the review
of the reauthorization of NAGB, and he
did not see fit to do so.

Frankly there is little if any need for
us to be considering this on the floor
today. It is all in law and exactly the
things that he is concerned about exist
in that law, and the National Assess-
ment Governing Board is following the
letter of that law. They have sent a let-
ter, as I said before, to the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. CLAY), and I have a
copy of the letter which indicates that
they have every intention of following
the law and not proceeding with test-
ing or deployment of testing until the
Congress authorizes it. Frankly, I be-
lieve that Members on our side of the
aisle, even if they voted for the bill the
first time, in this case should vote
against this bill.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. HOEKSTRA), another
member of the committee.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
the time. I would also like to congratu-
late the chairman on leading the fight
on this issue.

I think there is at least three issues
we need to talk about today. The first
thing is that the executive branch is
moving outside of the intent of Con-
gress. They are moving forward in de-
fining the Federal Government’s role
in education without an agreement and
without a consensus having been devel-
oped between the executive branch and
Congress. This is a key issue and we
should not move forward on this issue
without an agreement between the ex-
ecutive branch and this Congress. This
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Congress and this committee should
set the direction for national testing.

A second issue that we really need to
have a national debate about, begin-
ning in this committee, is exactly what
is the role of the Federal Government
in education. Last year we went to 14
States, had hearings, had 22 different
field hearings, and what we are hearing
at the local level are some tremendous
progress being made in education. It is
not because of what we are doing here
in Washington, but it is because of
what parents, teachers and administra-
tors are doing at the local level.

They are not sure that at the local
level they want the Federal Govern-
ment building their schools, hiring
their teachers, feeding their kids, de-
veloping their curriculum, putting in
their technology or determining their
class size. They would like to have
something to do at the local level as it
regards to their schools and their chil-
dren.

The third issue is even if we did test-
ing, is this the right way to do it? We
had hearings in Delaware, my col-
league from Delaware described the
process that they have gone through in
that State. It is a difficult process. In
Delaware I believe it took about 3
years. They worked aggressively at the
grassroots level to involve parents, to
involve teachers, to involve adminis-
trators, and to involve elected officials.
That is the way to do it. We do not do
testing, we do not make this kind of
change by one branch of government
moving forward and saying, this is
what we are going to do, and leaving
the rest of us behind.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. OWENS).

(Mr. OWENS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, at a time
when the Nation’s attention is focused
on education as a national priority and
certain significant initiatives and pro-
grams have been clearly set forth by
the President in the State of the Union
address, the response of the committee
of jurisdiction is a bill which implies
that testing is the number one prior-
ity. And even worse than that, it ap-
pears that the sequence and the date
for the testing and the fine print of a
deal that was negotiated by a handful
of people is more important than a re-
sponse of the committee of jurisdiction
to the agenda that has been laid out by
the President.

Leadership on education improve-
ment should be regained by the com-
mittee of jurisdiction, the Committee
on Education and the Workforce. We
have all kinds of folks who have taken
over that leadership. Most of all the
Committee on Appropriations makes
the most significant legislation on edu-
cation nowadays. I do not think that is
appropriate and it is not the wisest use
of the talent here. The committee that
has the institutional memory, the com-
mittee that knows the issue across the

board should be the committee where
the major decisions are made.

We would like to get on with it. Let
us have the hearings on the construc-
tion initiative. I do not agree with the
gentleman from Michigan who said
that local people want something to
do, to keep the Federal Government to-
tally out of it. There is plenty for local
people to do. I think most localities
would appreciate some help with school
construction. That is rural, suburban
and certainly the inner-city commu-
nities. New York City certainly needs
some help just to convert coal-burning
boilers in schools into more efficient
and less dangerous boilers. Just a few
days ago we had a situation where a
school had to be evacuated because a
70-year-old coal burning boiler was
leaking carbon monoxide.

So we have an emergency in many
ways. Certainly the infrastructure
emergency, the emergency which cries
out for help most is the one related to
construction. Let us have a hearing, a
series of hearings; let us begin legisla-
tion on that. Sequence is very impor-
tant. Before you get into testing, I am
all against testing until we deal with
opportunity to learn. This opportunity
to learn which the Committee on Ap-
propriations took out of legislation a
few years ago, that has to come first.
Opportunity to learn means you pro-
vide decent, safe, physical facilities.
Opportunity to learn means that you
provide teachers who are trained, and
you improve the teacher-student ratio.

Some of the things that have been
set forth by the President in the State
of the Union address relate to provid-
ing an opportunity to learn. Before you
drop the load on the backs of the chil-
dren and say, we are going to test you,
give them a chance to learn.

At present there is a great need for
leadership from the Federal Govern-
ment in terms of leading the States
and the municipalities to do more to
improve these opportunities to learn.
We had a deal that was negotiated by a
few members on the subcommittee out-
side of the usual democratic process
where you have a committee of the
conference, a committee, a group of
members in the committee. So we are
sort of locked out of this process of
really knowing what the agreement
was except what we see in writing. Why
should we proceed with that? Let us
deal with the substance of the edu-
cation improvement issue and not with
the frills and the details of a deal that
somebody thinks has gone bad but
there is plenty of time to correct if
they think there is correction needed.

I urge a no vote on this unnecessary
legislation.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes and 30 seconds to the
gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. LIVING-
STON), chairman of the Committee on
Appropriations.

(Mr. LIVINGSTON asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of the bill offered by the

gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
GOODLING) and commend him for his
tireless efforts in this area and thank
him for yielding time to me.

I totally agree with the gentleman
that preceded me. The gentleman from
New York says that testing is unimpor-
tant. The fact is we should be spending
money elsewhere. I am particularly
pleased that the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. GOODLING) has brought
the bill to the House early though in
this session so that it can be fully
aired, passed and sent to the other
body and sent to the President early
this year.

There is no argument that students
should be held to high standards and
teachers, students and parents should
have a clear idea on their educational
progress toward meeting those stand-
ards. But national testing is a perfect
example of how the Clinton adminis-
tration makes policy. If it sounds good,
if it polls good, and if the focus groups
say it is needed, well, then it is auto-
matically great national policy even
when it does not work. It is spending
resources, valuable resources, scarce
resources, in areas that do not need it.

We do not need national testing. We
need good education, just as the gen-
tleman from New York said. The fact is
that there are many ways to assure
high quality education to meet the
needs of today’s economy, and I com-
mend the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. GOODLING) for putting a stop
to this single-minded big government
approach to the problem.
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If there was any doubt that the Clin-
ton testing plan was at best folly, sim-
ply imagine the logistic and cost night-
mare on test day. On that day the read-
ing test would have to be delivered to
over 3 million students in 64,000 ele-
mentary schools in the Nation at more
or less the same time. Delivery would
have to be an overwhelming task. Se-
curity so that people do not cheat, an
endless ordeal. The cost would be
astronomic and the cost would recur
each year.

Mr. Chairman, the testing, as pro-
posed by the administration, violates
our values of local control. People that
know the best about education are the
people at home. It provides opportuni-
ties for educational fads like ‘‘whole
math’’ to be suddenly imposed and is
scornful of the real issues raised by the
minority and disadvantaged commu-
nities and just will not work. We need
to apply the money on teachers and
better schools, not on national testing.

I support this bill and urge its adop-
tion.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from New
York (Mrs. LOWEY).

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
this legislation. This bill would stop
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the development of voluntary testing
dead in its tracks. It would block cities
and States from pursuing a new tool in
our efforts to make our schools the
best in the world. These tests are not
about history, not about science cur-
riculum, they are about the ability to
read and write, to add and subtract.
Mr. Chairman, there are just no poli-
tics in the A, B, Cs; no hidden agendas
in the 1, 2, 3s.

Mr. Chairman, an agreement on Fed-
eral support for voluntary Federal test-
ing was reached last year. That agree-
ment permits limited test development
but not its implementation. It was my
understanding that the gentleman
from Pennsylvania approved that com-
promise. Why are we wasting time re-
visiting an issue that we resolved just
a few short months ago?

Last year six of the Nation’s seven
largest cities accepted the challenge of
voluntary national tests, including
New York City, Chicago, Philadelphia,
Los Angeles, Atlanta and Detroit.
These communities have decided that
voluntary national performance meas-
ures can help them determine what is
working and what needs fixing.

Mr. Chairman, I would urge my col-
leagues to permit limited test develop-
ment to move forward and move on to
debate ways to repair crumbling
schools, reduce class size and keep
schools open after hours. Let us talk
about ways to promote educational re-
form and excellence, not slow it down.
Vote ‘‘no’’ on this legislation.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Nebraska (Mr. BARRETT), a member of
the committee.

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for
yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, the President wants
voluntary tests identifying individuals,
schools and States as meeting or fail-
ing voluntary education standards. His
education plan calls for voluntary tax
credits to build more schools. He is
also volunteering the Federal Govern-
ment to hire 100,000 teachers. Sounds
to me like the era of big government is
still alive and well over at the White
House.

Mr. Chairman, are we to volunteer
ourselves to the nationalization of our
education system? Will Uncle Sam
test, set standards, build the schools
and hire the teachers? If so, we might
as well tell our State legislatures,
boards of education and local school
boards to go home, Uncle Sam has
taken charge.

H.R. 2846 brings sanity to the process.
It tells the administration that Con-
gress will live up to the deal we made
in the last appropriations bill but,
most importantly, the bill maintains
the right of people’s Representatives to
settle the question of education test-
ing. Support H.R. 2846 and preserve the
rights of Congress.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. FARR).

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing me this time.

This debate is really a debate about
our Nation’s future. This morning in
this hall we opened the session with a
pledge of allegiance in which we
pledged to be one Nation. But what is
that debate? What does it mean when
we want to be one Nation? Well, one
Nation is about national priorities and
to have priorities we must make prior-
ities.

This Nation has found it important
to have national standards for avia-
tion, obviously for food safety, and
even for truck tires, but we have never
made it a national priority for edu-
cation. There are no national stand-
ards. Think about that.

High school standards are set by
local communities and State legisla-
tures. College boards exams are a pri-
vate industry, not regulated by govern-
ment. Everyone knows that tests are
essential to function in our society. We
require them for everything from driv-
ing a car to entering the Armed Serv-
ices.

This bill is the wrong way to go be-
cause we ought to have our national
priorities be as important to us in edu-
cation as they are for entering the
military or driving a car. And we will
never be one Nation unless we put edu-
cation at that high priority. And when
we do, we truly will be one Nation
under God, with liberty and justice for
all.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. GOODE), a State where on
their own they have done remarkable
things in relationship to standards and
assessment.

(Mr. GOODE asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GOODE. Mr. Chairman, I want to
commend the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. GOODLING) for his initiative
in this area, and he is correct, Virginia
is a leader in testing its students. We
want to see education maintained at
the local and State level.

I supported this measure the first
time and am very glad to support it
this time, and I want to read a few
statements from a teacher in the Penn-
sylvania County School System.

‘‘I am greatly disturbed by the Presi-
dent’s attempt to sponsor national stu-
dent testing. I am intimately aware of
the problem confronting teachers, par-
ents, employers and students’ ability
to perform many needed basic skills. I
don’t see that more tests, especially
those generated by administrators or
bureaucrats at a national level, will
identify any problems that teachers on
the front line have not already known.
National standards have no meaning to
localities except one more example of
the Federal Government trying to run
the show.’’

He said it all, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2

minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. MORAN).

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, what gall for the majority to
argue today the merits of local govern-
ance when just yesterday they tram-
pled on the local rights of Virginians.
Are we only principled when it suits
our purposes?

I rise today in strong opposition to
this extraneous legislation. I happen to
support national tests, so it is easy for
me to oppose this bill. But I would op-
pose it even if I opposed national test-
ing. Have we already forgotten how
painstaking was the compromise that
was mapped out before the Labor-HHS
appropriations bill could be signed into
law?

That compromise is good policy. It
will give us an opportunity to get the
facts before we debate the merits of na-
tional testing. The National Academy
of Sciences would conduct a series of
studies to inform us before we admin-
ister any national tests.

I think we all want to do the right
thing on the national testing issue, we
just disagree about what the right
thing is. Getting the facts on national
testing before we debate whether or
not to have tests is a step in the right
direction, but this legislation would
deny us that opportunity.

While I understand the desire of the
chairman, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania, to keep discretion over au-
thorization of national testing in his
own committee, he will have that op-
portunity when the committee reau-
thorizes the National Assessment of
Education Progress and the National
Assessment Governing Board. There is
no reason not to wait until we consider
legislation to reauthorize those pro-
grams and debate this issue at the ap-
propriate forum.

I urge my colleagues to oppose this
politically motivated attempt to se-
cure jurisdiction where jurisdiction has
already been established.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
California (Mr. CUNNINGHAM), a former
member of the committee.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman,
there is a vision for education and a vi-
sion that could be bipartisan, but it
chooses not to, unfortunately, because
of partisan politics.

We can have big government control
of education or we can have it where
parents, teachers, local administrators
can control that. We talk about vol-
untary national testing. The gen-
tleman from Michigan Mr. DALE KIL-
DEE, who was the ranking minority
member on the subcommittee, he and I
killed national history standards.
Why? As a previous history teacher,
the gentleman from Michigan saw they
were teaching more about Madonna
than they were the Magna Carta, and
that the Federal Government was get-
ting involved in socialized history and
the standards that went into it. And
the worst part was that the textbook
companies, before that bill was ever
passed, had set forth that liberal agen-
da into our schools. And that is wrong.
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The President talks about more

money for school construction, but yet
the other side of the aisle denied the
average age of D.C. schools is 60 years.
And when they talk about school con-
struction and more tax dollars for it,
the other side rejected that all we had
to do is waive Davis-Bacon and we
would save 35 percent of school con-
struction. But yet the union bosses
controlled the other side of the aisle
and they rejected it. So there is a dif-
ference in vision.

The Democrats had 40 years to estab-
lish the foundation of public education.
Public education should be the founda-
tion of this country. It spreads across a
lot of lines, but yet they want big bu-
reaucracy, big government control.
There are 760 Federal education pro-
grams. The President wanted $3 billion
for a new literacy program. There are
already 14 literacy programs, Title I is
one of those.

What is wrong with saying let us
take one or two and get rid of the rest
of the bureaucracy that steals the
money for big Washington government
and keeps it from going down to the
classrooms so that teachers and par-
ents and administrators can have more
control instead of big Washington
union bosses and bureaucrats?

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut (Ms. DELAURO).

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today in strong opposition to this leg-
islation and I urge my colleagues to
vote against it.

In the balanced budget President
Clinton presented to the Congress last
week he laid out an action plan for im-
proving America’s schools, a plan to re-
duce class size, thereby creating a bet-
ter learning environment for our chil-
dren, better opportunity to have dis-
cipline in our schools. The plan also
called for repairing of crumbling
schools, putting computers into every
classroom, training teachers so that
our children will be prepared to meet
the challenges of the 21st century.

And instead of considering legisla-
tion to improve our schools, Repub-
licans today are bringing this unneces-
sary legislation to the floor to block
national tests that would, in fact, help
to ensure that every child in our coun-
try meets higher standards in math
and in reading.

Voluntary national tests would give
us the opportunity to gauge our chil-
dren’s progress in these basic skills.
These are essential skills to ensuring a
future success in life. Tests will let
parents know that local schools, that
teachers are doing their job and hold-
ing them accountable for the results
that they achieve.

Mr. Chairman, this issue was re-
solved last year during the appropria-
tions process. The bipartisan agree-
ment calls for test development to go
forward and for the National Academy
of Sciences to study what type of test
might work best for our kids. Quite
honestly, Republicans in this Congress,

as their nominee for President last
year articulated, do not believe that
our country and the Federal Govern-
ment should have a role in education.
That is why they are backing out of
that agreement.

The American people want this Na-
tion to have high education standards.
I want high education standards. We in
this body should be for high education
standards. That is why I oppose this
legislation.

b 1215

Let us stop wasting our time on this
unnecessary legislation. We ought to
be working together to pass measures
that improve our schools and make
education today work for our young
people.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I was
going to say to the Chairman of the
committee that we have several people
who have indicated they want to speak,
but only one is on the floor. So I guess
we will call on him.

I yield 21⁄2 minutes to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. DOGGETT).

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

Largely ignored in this morning’s de-
bate on this question of the testing on
national educational concerns is the
fact there is a test going on right here
this morning, and the scores are al-
ready in. When the question is con-
centrating on those issues, on the pe-
riphery of the lives of ordinary Ameri-
cans, this Republican leadership scores
an unqualified A-plus.

Whether it is naming an airport and
switching the name of one President
for another or dealing with something
that the administration is not really
doing right now, they have done excel-
lent, absolutely outstanding, in con-
centrating on these issues that do not
really make a flip to ordinary Amer-
ican families who are out there strug-
gling to make a go of it and are trying
to get their kids through the schools.

But when it comes to a commitment,
a Federal commitment to back up our
families, to support our local school
boards and the many other groups,
whether it is the PTA or the large
adopt-a-school program that our Cham-
ber of Commerce does down in Austin,
TX, and Uvalde, TX, and in
Pflugerville, TX, to back up and sup-
port those local efforts, when it comes
to ideas, new ideas and new approaches
to improve the quality of education,
that test score is in also. And just like
last year, this Republican leadership
scores an unqualified F. They do not
even get up to D-minus.

Because the only new idea they have
only advanced, other than trying to
prevent other people from doing some-
thing to improve the quality of public
education in this country, something
that our parents and our communities
all over this land want, the only solu-
tion that they have offered, they will
not vouch for public education, they

want to voucher out a privileged 10 per-
cent and move them off into private
academies and leave the other 90 per-
cent to sink. That is not a solution. It
is contributing to part of the problem.

What we need to be doing is not deal-
ing with things on the edge of reality
but concentrating on how we can re-
shape and reinvigorate some of our ex-
isting programs and channel those re-
sources to reduce class size, improve
teacher training, focus on many things,
that we share common concerns and
not focus on these things that will not
make a difference one way or the other
in the quality of any child’s education.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. DELAY), the distinguished
Whip.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the Chairman for yielding.

I want to rise in favor of this resolu-
tion because this resolution is quite
simple. It says that the President can-
not formulate a national test for our
students unless the Congress specifi-
cally authorizes such a test. It is just
that simple. It is not all the other
things that we have heard.

This might seem like a typical in-
side-the-Beltway type of squabble be-
tween the President and the Congress,
but I say to my colleagues that there is
a bigger principle at stake in this reso-
lution: Who should control the edu-
cation of our children? Should it be
parents or should it be the Federal
Government?

The administration and its support-
ers in the Congress want more control
over local communities and parents
when it comes to educational policy.
They want to expand the national bu-
reaucracy at the expense of working
families. They want to promote a one-
size-fits-all education system, a system
that dictates national standards and
promotes a national curriculum and
gives more power to Federal bureau-
crats.

We want to return power to families.
We want to give parents more choices.
We want our local communities to
make the decisions, not some huge
Federal bureaucracy. That is why we
support the concept of school choice.
That is why we believe working fami-
lies should be able to use tax-free edu-
cation savings accounts so that parents
can have more options for their chil-
dren. And that is why we oppose efforts
by this administration to waste money
on needless tests and wasteful national
bureaucracies.

So I ask my colleagues to support
this resolution and support America’s
working families.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I have no
further speakers, and I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from Washington, Mrs. LINDA SMITH.

Mrs. LINDA SMITH of Washington.
Mr. Chairman, I especially want to
thank the Chairman of this committee.
Because many would shirk at the issue
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of national testing because we often
think that testing is the way to assure
education.

But this last week, my school board
members came to me and they said,
‘‘Oh, please, do not test us any more.
We already in our State have a 4th and
8th grade test. We are already having
the teachers complain that they are
working to test instead of working to
teach.’’

So today what we are saying is Con-
gress should take a look at this. And it
really says, Mr. President, you cannot
spend that $342 million developing a
new bureaucracy, a new test, until you
talk to us and we talk to the people.
That is what this debate is about. It is
about talking to the people.

When my school board members, one
by one, from all over the State that
has little to big districts, come and
say, all of our administration is Fed-
eral regulation, testing and bureauc-
racy and it is even affecting the class-
room, we should take a look. The peo-
ple elect Congress, they elect us to rep-
resent them, and I think we should
stop and take a look.

This is a great bill, and I strongly
support it.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. PELOSI).

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the distinguished Ranking Member for
giving me this opportunity to speak in
opposition to H.R. 2846, the prohibition
on Federally sponsored national test-
ing.

As my colleagues know, this legisla-
tion would prohibit the development
and the administration of volunteer
national testing without specific statu-
tory authority. This is a controversial
issue, clearly; and there are Members
on both sides of the aisle who have
questions about testing. But that is not
the issue before us today.

Last year, members of the Commit-
tee on Appropriations spent weeks dili-
gently working with the author of the
legislation, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. GOODLING), the author-
izer, to craft an acceptable compromise
to this language. But that never, in
fact, belonged in an appropriations bill
in the first place, that the National
Academy of Science would continue its
studies on development of the test.

The National Assessment Governing
Board has recently determined that,
even if we should decide that the vol-
untary testing should proceed, the test
cannot be sufficiently developed and
ready to be administered until the year
2001.

Mr. Chairman, the purpose of the
proposed test is to help our students
learn and to improve their perform-
ance. A voluntary national test will de-
termine whether our children possess
the basic skills they need to achieve
and help their parents and teachers
help them learn. But a bipartisan com-
promise was worked out in good faith 3
months ago to resolve this controver-
sial issue. We do not need another reso-
lution.

What we do need is to focus our ef-
forts on making educational oppor-
tunity possible for all other children by
rebuilding schools in desperate need of
repair, reducing class size, and creating
after-school programs.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to vote ‘‘no’’ on H.R. 2846.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. CLAY) has 8 minutes
remaining, and the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. GOODLING) has 41⁄4
minutes remaining.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Indiana (Mr. SOUDER), and then I will
close.

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, I know
many people are concerned about the
standards in their schools. But this is
something different. This is Washing-
ton pointing an accusing finger at our
Nation’s children, many trapped in
inner city, broken down schools and
saying you miserable little failures. Do
we really want Washington doing that?

Many people, myself included, I
think have been very confused by the
mixed signals that the President is
sending. Now I happen to believe that
there is a responsible public policy ap-
proach to dealing with a potential sur-
plus. For that reason, I am cosponsor-
ing legislation offered by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. NEUMANN)
which is consistent with a number of
important policy objectives.

Last year, 300 of us had the courage
to say that is not Washington’s busi-
ness, that is the business of parents,
local school boards, and the States.

The question today and the question
before us is who is going to flip-flop
their vote today.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself the balance of the time.

Mr. Chairman, let me once again
focus the debate on the real issue. I
agree with every question the Ranking
Minority Member asked. We need to
have answers to those questions before
anyone progresses with a test as a done
deal.

The only way we get to do that, as a
matter of fact, is if we now pass this
legislation. Otherwise, we do not par-
ticipate. We have not been allowed to
participate up to this point. We will
not then.

We have a lot of questions to ask. We
have hearings in February. We have a
hearing in March on testing. A lot of
questions to ask. And we need a lot of
answers. One of those will be, who
pays? Who pays? They are very leery
back there about who pays. Cops on the
beat, oh, yes, we will pay one time, and
then we are stuck.

Well, let me tell my colleagues about
the President’s budget. The President
cuts $450 million from effective pro-
grams that operate on the local level.
The President adds $150 million for pro-
grams that will be operated out of
Washington, D.C. They have a right to
ask who pays. We do it one time and

then they are stuck with it. Again, this
is putting the cart before the horse for
them to move ahead without any con-
sultation with us.

We have all the questions I ask. We
have all the questions the Ranking Mi-
nority Member asks. They need to be
answered. And they will be answered as
we have our debate in committee and
then as we bring that debate to the
floor of the House.

But the only way we can get answers
to those questions is if we are players.
And the only way we can be players is
if we pass this legislation so that, as a
matter of fact, we get to participate in
this debate, and we get to ask the ques-
tions that the Ranking Member has
asked and I have asked.

So I ask my colleagues to, I realize,
as I said before, there are a lot of pie-
in-the-sky promises out there. I know
the vote will be different. But I ask
Members to vote for it. Vote your con-
science. Do not vote pie-in-the-sky
promises.

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. Speaker, I thank the distin-
guished gentleman for yielding to me and I
rise to express my support for overriding the
President’s veto of H.R. 2631, the Line Item
Veto Cancellation Act.

Mr. Speaker, I am a long-time supporter of
the line-item veto. This new law makes pos-
sible a more restrained Congress, but also en-
trusts the President with the important respon-
sibility of using this new power wisely. That is
why I was so disappointed to see the Presi-
dent make a misinformed decision in cancel-
ing funding for 38 military construction
projects, including 2 in my home state of
Idaho, and then repeating this mistake by
vetoing this legislation.

As we all now know, based on faulty and
outdated information provided by the Depart-
ment of Defense, President Clinton eliminated
needed funds for a B–1B bomber avionics fa-
cility for low-altitude navigation and a F–15C
squadron building for planning and briefing
combat crews at Mountain Home Air Force
Base. Both of these projects are among the
Air Force’s top priorities and were a part of the
President’s own 1999 and 2000 Pentagon
budgets. These facilities are critical because
the 366th Composite Wing at Mountain Home
Air Force Base represents one of our nation’s
premier rapid-deployment forces in times of an
emergency. Even Defense Secretary Cohen
has reflected on the critical role of the 366th
Wing in our national security structure and ac-
knowledged that ‘‘it must maintain peak readi-
ness to respond rapidly and effectively to di-
verse situations and conflicts.’’ For service at
home and in the Middle East, Central Amer-
ica, and Europe, the men and women of
Mountain Home Air Force Base have an-
swered the call of their country; it is only right
and proper that the Commander in Chief rec-
ognize this important commitment.

I was pleased to assist in the effort to pro-
vide the President with line-item veto authority.
However, this power is significant and must be
practiced with great care and attention to pre-
serve the system of ‘‘checks and balances’’ in
our Constitution. It is my hope that the Presi-
dent understands this and will in the future
only exercise the veto in appropriate cases.

At this time, I would like to express my ap-
preciation to Chairman PACKARD, Chairman
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SKEEN, and the House leadership on both
sides of the aisle for considering this measure
today to overturn the President’s veto. This
action today will send a strong message to the
Senate and White House that the American
people expect careful use of the line-item
veto. It will also demonstrate to opponents of
the line-item veto that the new law works and
is consistent with our Constitution.

Mr. RADANOVICH. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today in support of H.R. 2846 which bars Fed-
eral spending for planning, developing, imple-
menting or administering national education
testing unless such tests are specifically au-
thorized by Congress.

Passage of this bill is good for our schools.
The President’s strong support of national
testing reveals serious philosophical dif-
ferences between many in Congress and the
Administration with regard to the role that
teachers, parents, school board members and
local communities play in ensuring that our
children have the best possible opportunities
for education available to them.

A national test would tell us little more than
we already know—that the measure of a
child’s education is determined both by the
quality of the education that the child has ac-
cess to and the willingness and ability of that
child to learn. I oppose such a test because I
believe that we need to invest in our school-
children and in their education, not study
them.

Make no mistake, I think schools should
provide minimum requirements and standards
of learning. However, we should not expand
the role of the Federal Government in edu-
cation to achieve this goal. Our teachers, par-
ents, school districts and local communities,
particularly those in California’s Central Valley,
are more capable of cultivating a better edu-
cation for our children, and in measuring that
education, than federal bureaucrats in Wash-
ington, D.C. Federal money is better spent on
improving the conditions and quality of our
schools than on a full-employment program for
administrators of a national education test.

National testing is the first step towards fur-
ther federal intervention and control of the
education of our children. In order to admin-
ister a national test, it first must be written.
This job, no doubt, will be performed by fed-
eral bureaucrats in the Department of Edu-
cation. Soon, these same individuals will be
setting the reading and math standards for our
nation’s schoolchildren. Next, the Department
of Education will want to set the curriculum of
school districts and classrooms to meet those
standards as evaluated through the federal
test.

Mr. Speaker, we spend over $29.5 billion on
the federal Department of Education. Accord-
ing to a recent study, only 85 cents of each
dollar that the department allocates for ele-
mentary and secondary education actually
makes it to the local school district. One study
of a New York public school system showed
that only 43 cents of every district dollar actu-
ally made it into the classroom.

If we want to maximize our return on federal
education dollars, we need to skip over the
bureaucracy, reject national testing and pro-
vide as much funding as possible directly to
communities and schools.

Besides shifting education funds to local
communities, it is important that we ensure
our children are given the educational choices
and opportunities they deserve. This means

giving states, school districts, local commu-
nities, teachers, and parents flexibility to im-
plement policies and use resources that best
respond to the education needs of that par-
ticular community—and not forcing them to
adopt a national one-size-fits-all test.

My goals for educating our children are not
tied to national testing. Instead, we must main-
tain our strong commitment to education fund-
ing that shifts more dollars and greater control
to our states, communities, parents and teach-
ers.

I urge my colleagues to vote in favor of H.R.
2846.

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
HR 2846, which forbids the use of federal
funds to develop or implement a National Test
without explicit authorization from Congress.
Supporters of protecting the United States
Constitution from overreaching by the Execu-
tive Branch should support this bill as the Ad-
ministration’s plan to develop and implement a
national education test without Congressional
authorization is a blatant violation of the con-
stitutional doctrine of separation of powers.

However, support for this bill should in no
way be interpreted to imply that Congress has
the power to authorize national testing. After
all, Congress, like the Executive and the Judi-
cial branches of government, must adhere to
the limitations on its power imposed by the
United States Constitution. Although many
seem to have forgotten this, in our system, the
limits set by the Constitution, rather than the
will of any particular Congress, determine the
legitimate authority of the United States Gov-
ernment.

The United States Constitution prohibits the
executive branch from developing and imple-
menting a national test, or any program deal-
ing with education. Education is not one of the
powers delegated to the Federal Government,
and, as the ninth and tenth amendment make
clear, the Federal Government can only act in
those areas where there is an explicit delega-
tion of power. Therefore, the Federal Govern-
ment has no legitimate authority to legislate in
the area of education. Rather, all matters con-
cerning education, including testing, remain
with those best able to educate children—indi-
vidual states, local communities, and, pri-
marily, parents.

Implementation of a national test also must
be opposed because of its primary effect: the
de facto creation of a national curriculum.
Many supporters of a national testing try to
minimize this threat to local and parental sov-
ereignty by claiming the program would be
voluntary. However, these are many of the
same people who consider Goals 2000 a ‘‘vol-
untary’’ program, despite the numerous times
Goals 2000 uses the terms ‘‘shall’’ and ‘‘must’’
in describing state functions. Furthermore,
whether or not schools are directly ordered to
administer the tests, schools will face pressure
to do so as colleagues and employers inevi-
tably begin to use national tests as the stand-
ard by which students are measure for college
entrance exams and entry-level jobs. At the
very least, schools would soon find federal,
and perhaps even state, funding conditioned
upon their ‘‘voluntary’’ participation in the na-
tional testing program.

Educators will react to this pressure to en-
sure students scored highly on the national
test by ‘‘teaching to the test’’—that is, structur-
ing the curriculum so students learn those
subjects, and only those subjects covered by

the national tests. As University of Kansas
Professor John Poggio remarked in February
of last year, ‘‘What gets tested is what will be
taught.’’ Government bureaucrats would then
control the curriculum of every school in the
nation, and they would be able to alter curricu-
lums at will by altering the national test!

Private schools and home schools will be
affected as well, as performance on the na-
tional tests becomes the standard by which
student performance is judged. Those in pri-
vate and home schools will face increasing
pressure to participate in national testing and
shape what is taught to fit the criteria of the
tests.

National testing is a backdoor means by
which the federal government can control the
curriculum of every school in the nation. Im-
plementation of national testing would be a
fatal blow to constitutional government and pa-
rental control of education.

The Executive Branch has no constitutional
authority to implement and develop a national
test and the Congress has no authority to au-
thorize the test. I therefore urge my colleagues
to vote for H.R. 2846, which stops the Admin-
istration from ultimately implementing national
tests and oppose all legislation authorizing the
creation of a national test. Instead, this Con-
gress should work to restore control over their
children’s education to the American people
by shutting down the federal education bu-
reaucracy and cutting taxes on America’s par-
ents so they may provide for the education of
their own children.

Mr. WELDON. Mr. Speaker, last year this
Congress voted 295–125 against allowing the
federal government to establish national tests
for education. However, President Clinton and
the Federal Department of Education continue
to pursue their effort to establish national test-
ing. I am very disturbed, but quite frankly not
surprised by the President’s efforts to bypass
the Congress and establish national testing.
He has done this in other areas as well.

The Constitution gives the Congress, not
the President, discretion over federal spend-
ing. The Congress has not authorized the Ad-
ministration to expend taxpayer funds on de-
veloping or implementing a national education
test and its is wrong for the Administration to
pursue such efforts.

The American people don’t want federal
control of education and that is exactly what
national testing moves us towards. H.R. 2847
would ensure that the House Committee on
Education and the Workforce (the Congress)
will have increased involvement and discretion
over this program. I am a proud cosponsor of
this legislation and am hopeful that we can
move it forward.

Unlike liberals in Washington, I believe that
states and local communities are better
equipped to design and implement school as-
sessment programs because they are closer
to the needs and abilities of their students,
teachers, and schools. Furthermore, national
testing could lead to a watered-down, ineffec-
tive test which holds everyone to lower stand-
ards. It also would divert scarce federal edu-
cation dollars away from the classrooms and
would reallocate them toward bureaucracy and
test administrators.

I am very concerned about the potential that
a national test could effectively lead to the
adoption of a national curriculum. In this sce-
nario, individual school districts would be com-
pelled to conform their classroom curriculum
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to the national test in order to ensure that their
students did well on the test. Educating chil-
dren and giving them the skills and abilities
they need would be sacrificed so that learning
is geared toward doing well on a national test.
I believe education decisions should be made
by state and local governments, not the fed-
eral government.

Finally, many states and local communities
have done a considerable amount of work to
develop their own standards. Florida has been
a leader in this area and has just completed
an extensive effort to improve standards and
implement its own state test. For the federal
government to thwart the extensive effort and
expenditure of the State of Florida is wrong
and should be rejected. I trust the people in
the State of Florida to do what is right, not the
bureaucrats and education elite at the Federal
Department of Education in Washington.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I
yield back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general
debate has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the committee
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute printed in the bill is considered
as an original bill for the purpose of
amendment and is considered read.

The text of the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute is as
follows:

H.R. 2846
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. FINDINGS.

The Congress finds the following:
(1) High State and local standards in reading,

mathematics, and other core academic subjects
are essential to the future well-being of elemen-
tary and secondary education in this country.

(2) State and local control of education is the
hallmark of education in the United States.

(3) Each of the 50 States already utilizes nu-
merous tests to measure student achievement,
including State and commercially available as-
sessments. State assessments are based primarily
upon State and locally developed academic
standards.

(4) Public Law 105–78, the Labor, Health and
Human Services and Education Appropriations
Act, 1998, ensures that Federal funds may not be
used to field test, pilot test, implement, admin-
ister, or distribute in any way, any federally
sponsored national test in fiscal year 1998, re-
quires the National Academy of Sciences to con-
duct a study to determine whether an equiva-
lency scale can be developed that would allow
existing tests to be compared one to another,
and permits very limited test development activi-
ties in fourth grade reading and eighth grade
mathematics in fiscal year 1998.

(5) There is no specific or explicit authority in
current Federal law authorizing the proposed
federally sponsored national tests in fourth
grade reading and eighth grade mathematics.

(6) The decision of whether or not this coun-
try implements, administers, disseminates, or
otherwise has federally sponsored national tests
in fourth grade reading and eighth grade math-
ematics or any other subject, will be determined
primarily through the normal legislative process
involving Congress and the respective authoriz-
ing committees.
SEC. 2. PROHIBITION ON FEDERALLY SPON-

SORED TESTING.
Part C of the General Education Provisions

Act is amended by adding at the end the follow-
ing:
‘‘§ 447. Prohibition on federally sponsored test-

ing
‘‘(a) GENERAL PROHIBITION.—Notwithstanding

any other provision of Federal law and, except

as provided in sections 305 through 311 of Public
Law 105–78, the Labor, Health and Human Serv-
ices and Education Appropriations Act, 1998,
funds provided to the Department of Education
or to an applicable program under this Act or
any other Act, may not be used to develop, plan,
implement (including pilot testing or field test-
ing), or administer any federally sponsored na-
tional test in reading, mathematics, or any other
subject that is not specifically and explicitly
provided for in authorizing legislation enacted
into law.

‘‘(b) EXCEPTIONS.—Subsection (a) shall not
apply to the Third International Math and
Science Study or other international compara-
tive assessments developed under authority of
section 406(a)(6) of the National Education Sta-
tistics Act of 1994, and administered to only a
representative sample of pupils in the United
States and in foreign nations.’’.

The CHAIRMAN. During consider-
ation of the bill for amendment, the
Chairman of the Committee of the
Whole may accord priority in recogni-
tion to a Member offering an amend-
ment that he has printed in the des-
ignated place in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD. Those amendments will be
considered read.

The Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole may postpone a request for a
recorded vote on any amendment and
may reduce to a minimum of 5 minutes
the time for voting on any postponed
question that immediately follows an-
other vote, provided that the time for
voting on the first question shall be a
minimum of 15 minutes.

Are there any amendments?
If not, the question is on the commit-

tee amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute.

The committee amendment in nature
of a substitute was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
MCHUGH) having assumed the chair,
Mr. EWING, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 2846) to prohibit spending Federal
education funds on national testing
without explicit and specific legisla-
tion, pursuant to House Resolution 348,
he reported the bill back to the House
with an amendment adopted by the
Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MCHUGH). Under the rule, the previous
question is ordered.

The question is on the committee
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute.

The committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum

is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 242, nays,
174, not voting 14, as follows:

[Roll No. 9]

YEAS—242

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Boyd
Brady
Bryant
Bunning
Burr
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Cook
Cooksey
Cox
Crane
Crapo
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
DeLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Foley
Fossella
Fowler
Fox
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor

Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Granger
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Hill
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Jenkins
John
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kim
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lucas
Manzullo
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Morella
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oxley
Packard
Pappas
Parker
Paul

Paxon
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Redmond
Regula
Riggs
Riley
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce
Ryun
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer, Dan
Schaffer, Bob
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shimkus
Shuster
Sisisky
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Linda
Snowbarger
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Sununu
Talent
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Traficant
Turner
Upton
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
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NAYS—174

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baesler
Baldacci
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Bentsen
Berman
Berry
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Cardin
Carson
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Cummings
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Edwards
Engel
Etheridge
Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Filner
Forbes
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gordon
Green

Gutierrez
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hooley
Hoyer
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, E. B.
Kanjorski
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kind (WI)
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McHale
McIntyre
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Moran (VA)
Murtha
Nadler
Neal

Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pomeroy
Poshard
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Sherman
Skaggs
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith, Adam
Snyder
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stokes
Stupak
Tanner
Tauscher
Thompson
Thurman
Tierney
Torres
Towns
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Wexler
Weygand
Wise
Woolsey
Wynn
Yates

NOT VOTING—14

Becerra
Burton
Cannon
Dellums
Eshoo

Gonzalez
Hall (OH)
Herger
Istook
Kilpatrick

Klink
McKeon
Pickering
Schiff

b 1250

Mr. SNYDER changed his vote from
‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’

Mr. EVANS changed his vote from
‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’

So the bill was passed.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall
No. 9, I was unavoidably detained en
route by traffic. Had I been present, I
would have voted ‘‘yea’’.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, on roll
call vote 9, I inadvertently voted
‘‘aye.’’ I intended to vote ‘‘no.’’

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from California?

There was no objection.

f

AUTHORIZING THE CLERK TO
MAKE CORRECTIONS IN EN-
GROSSMENT OF H.R. 2846, PROHI-
BITION ON FEDERALLY SPON-
SORED NATIONAL TESTING

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that in the engross-
ment of the bill, H.R. 2846, the Clerk be
authorized to make technical correc-
tions and conforming changes to the
bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
QUINN). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania?

There was no objection.

f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H.R. 2846, the bill just passed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

f

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 2021

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to have my name
removed as a cosponsor of H.R. 2021.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Illinois?

There was no objection.

f

RONALD REAGAN WASHINGTON
NATIONAL AIRPORT

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 349 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 349

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to consider in
the House the bill (S. 1575) to rename the
Washington National Airport located in the
District of Columbia and Virginia as the
‘‘Ronald Reagan Washington National Air-
port’’. The bill shall be considered as read for
amendment. The previous question shall be
considered as ordered on the bill to final pas-
sage without intervening motion except: (1)
one hour of debate equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor-
ity member of the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure; and (2) one motion
to recommit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. SOLOMON)
is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, for the
purposes of debate only, I yield 30 min-
utes to the gentleman from Massachu-
setts (Mr. MOAKLEY), my very good

friend, pending which I yield myself
such time as I may consume. During
consideration of this resolution, all
time yielded is for debate purposes
only.

(Mr. SOLOMON asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial.)

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, this
resolution is a closed rule providing for
consideration of S. 1575, which is a bill
to rename the Washington National
Airport as the, and listen carefully, as
the Ronald Reagan Washington Na-
tional Airport. That will be the name
of the airport, if this bill passes.

The rule provides for 1 hour of debate
equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking member of the
Committee on Transportation. The
rule also provides that the bill shall be
considered as read. Finally, the bill
provides 1 motion to recommit.

Mr. Speaker, the passage of this rule
will bring us one step closer to finish-
ing the task of renaming the National
Airport after a truly great American
and an outstanding President, Ronald
Wilson Reagan.

At this time I include for the RECORD
2 articles, one which appeared back in
1993 by myself in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD, and the other by Donald
Devine, the former Director of the U.S.
Office of Personnel Management that
appeared in today’s papers.

A TRIBUTE TO RONALD REAGAN

(By Hon. Jerry Solomon)
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under the

Speaker’s announced policy of January 4,
1995, the gentleman from New York, [Mr.
SOLOMON] is recognized for 60 minutes as the
designee of the majority leader.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I take this
special order tonight to pay tribute to a
great American, the greatest American that
I have ever known, and that is President
Ronald Reagan. As you know, I had intended
to hold this event last night as a birthday
present for the former President, but the
House was occupied on an even better birth-
day present, passage of the line item veto.
And what better birthday present could be
offered to the President and to Mrs. Reagan
than to complete the unfinished business of
the Reagan revolution?

I know I speak for every Member of this
House, Mr. Speaker, and virtually all Ameri-
cans in offering President Reagan and his be-
loved First Lady, Nancy, our prayers and our
very best wishes on this very wonderful occa-
sion.

Mr. Speaker, what do you get for the man
who has everything, so that saying goes?
Well, Mr. Speaker, as we observe President
Reagan’s birthday, a better question is how
do we appropriately honor a man who has
done so much for us, for our country and for
the cause of freedom around the world? Our
tribute this evening should extend beyond
the President’s accomplishments in office,
although they are numerous, too numerous
to mention here tonight.

Let us examine Ronald Reagan’s record
with the benefit of historical reflections. The
story has been told that during his darkest
hours, President Nixon was reassured by
those around him that history would treat
him well. Ever sharp and skeptical, Presi-
dent Nixon shot back, ‘‘That depends on who
is writing the history.’’ In the case of Ronald
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Reagan, Mr. Speaker, most of those writing
the history of his Presidency have done ev-
erything in their power to turn light into
darkness, achievement into failure and hope
into despair.

Those of us who stood shoulder to shoulder
with Ronald Reagan from the very beginning
are here today on the occasion of his 84th
birthday to say that we are not going to let
them get away with it anymore.

Ronald Reagan’s views now occupy the
center, the main street, of American politics.
Look at some recent House votes, the bal-
anced budget amendment passed this House
by 300 to 132; unfunded mandates reform to
implement the new federalism Ronald
Reagan espoused passed this House by a vote
of 360 to 74, and the line item veto just the
other day, 294 yeses to only 134 noes. All of
these measures passed with substantial
Democratic support from the other side of
the aisle as well, good conservative Demo-
crats voting for the Ronald Reagan programs
that we were unable to deliver a number of
years ago.

And, yes, Mr. Speaker, throughout the pro-
ceedings of the 104th Congress and, indeed,
through the election of 1996, coming up, a
history debate has been resolved in favor of
the ideals articulated by President Reagan
and his remarkable vision.

Over the last 15 years, President Reagan’s
goals were subject to the most robust scru-
tiny that our system of democracy has to
offer. During the 1994 election, some liberal
Democrats even campaigned against the
Contract With America on the basis that the
contract was a continuation of what, of the
Reagan legacy. Can you imagine?

Well, Mr. Speaker, the actions of this Con-
gress are evidence that President Reagan’s
legacy has not just endured that test of scru-
tiny and criticism but that it flourishes
today to the benefit of all Americans.

It is useful to look back, however, in order
to more fully savor and appreciate President
Reagan’s vision. American morale in the
1970’s, think back, could not have been
lower. President Jimmy Carter declared us
in a state of malaise. Ronald Reagan’s Presi-
dency was what turned things around. Ron-
ald Reagan’s economic policies triggered the
largest and longest peacetime extension of
our economy in the history of this Nation.

Nineteen million new jobs were created.
Incomes grew at all levels and new industries
and technologies flourished and exports ex-
ploded. Why? Because President Reagan, he
cut taxes, he slowed the growth of domestic
spending and regulation, and he restored
faith in what he liked to call the magic of
the marketplace.

That magic then caught on all around the
globe. Remember, my colleagues, the world
in 1980 was a very different place than it is
today. The Soviet Union was continuing a
massive arms buildup, bolstering the for-
midable number of missiles already pointed
at the West, and at cities right here in the
United States of America. Soviet troops were
marching literally through Afghanistan. Do
you remember that? Eastern Europe suffered
under the boot of totalitarian regimes, and
the Berlin Wall scarred the face of Europe.

The United States military was described
back in those days as a hollow force, and our
citizens were held hostage by thugs in a
place call Iran. Do you remember that?

Our world today contains pockets of insta-
bility, but the simple fact is that democratic
tide that has swept this globe in the last 5
years is a direct result of Ronald Reagan’s
Presidency. The man and his policies were
essential to freedom’s march across this
globe. It was Ronald Reagan who faced down
the nuclear freezeniks in this Congress and
in Western Europe by deploying the Pershing
II in West Germany.

Eventually this deployment and a policy
called Peace Through Strength, Mr. Speaker,
that you and I helped to formulate, forced
the Soviets to the bargaining table. The re-
sult in 1987 was the IMF Treaty, the first
agreement to eliminate an entire class of
weapons. Ronald Reagan turned out to be
right on that issue.

It was Ronald Reagan who armed freedom
fighters in Afghanistan and in Nicaragua, al-
lowing those nations to determine the course of
their own destiny. Ronald Reagan was right.

It was Ronald Reagan who said this coun-
try had a moral obligation to defend its citi-
zens from nuclear attach, and that we had to
strive for something better than that and
the same policy of mutually assured destruc-
tion with weapons aimed at every city in
America. He said we must work for the day
when nuclear missiles were no longer pointed
at American cities.

But the experts laughed, and they ridi-
culed. ‘‘This is nothing more than a naive
daydream of a silly old man.’’ Do you re-
member reading those headlines by the lib-
eral press in this country? But you know
what, again, Ronald Reagan was right. Presi-
dent Reagan pointed out from the start that
the Soviet system was morally and finan-
cially bankrupt. Such a system, he argued,
could not bear the cost of occupying Eastern
Europe.

What was the ultimate result of Ronald
Reagan’s Peace Through Strength policies?
Well, as Ronald Reagan used to say, the So-
viet Union collapsed and captured nations all
around this world were freed from the atheis-
tic tyranny of the tentacles of communism.

Once again. Ronald Reagan was right.
It was Ronald Reagan who stood under the

shadow of the Berlin Wall, which you all re-
member, and said, ‘‘Mr. Gorbachev, tear down
this wall.’’ I will never forget his saying that.
The experts laughed again, and decried his
pleas as a public relations stunt. Do you re-
member that? But Ronald Reagan was right
again as he always was. Ronald Reagan en-
couraged us to maintain a strong defense in
case the United States was forced to defend
its interests in any remote corner of the
globe, and after all, that is the reason this
Republic of States was formed, to provide for
a common defense, to protect America’s in-
terests around the world.

Given this, should anyone really be sur-
prised that our Armed Forces performed so
well during the Persian Gulf war? President
Bush and General Schwartzkopf were able to
lead our troops magnificently and to bring
them home with astonishingly low casual-
ties. Do you remember that? Once again,
Ronald Reagan was right. Those of us who
served in the House at the time and fought
President Reagan’s fights right here on this
floor were so proud to do so.

I was honored that President Reagan
signed my legislation to create the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs so that we could
guarantee that, with an all-volunteer mili-
tary, it would work.

As a member of the House Committee on
Foreign Affairs. I was so, proud to carry his
water for a foreign policy respected around
the world by friends and foe alike, and it was
a privilege to join these battles, looking
back at the enormous good that came of
those policies. But, Mr. Speaker, more than
any specific policy, we must salute Ronald
Reagan’s ability to bring out the best in us
as a nation. He consoled us on the evening of
the Challenger disaster. Do you remember
that? It was a sad day in our history.

And on the 40th anniversary of the D-Day
landing. Mr. Speaker, President Reagan
painted a vivid picture of the scene on that
day and genuinely proposed that we, we dedi-
cate ourselves to the cause for which those
soldiers gave a last full measure of devotion.

He never offended us with staged prayers
or phony flag placements. He words and his
gestures were all genuine, and, as proud as
we should be of his many accomplishments,
Mr. Speaker, it is a sad commentary that it
took over 5 years longer, over 5 years longer,
to tear down the wall of resistance to the
line-item veto and the balanced budget
amendment. It took 5 years longer than it
did to tear down the Berlin Wall and the Iron
Curtain.

Ronald Reagan inspired a generation of
young people to ignore the cynical bombard-
ment of the media and hold dear the Amer-
ican heritage: ‘‘hopeful, big-hearted, ideal-
istic, daring, decent and fair,’’ as he de-
scribed it during his second inaugural ad-
dress.

Mr. Speaker, last night 1,000 supporters
turned out for a birthday party, including
the former British Prime Minister Maggie
Thatcher, that I attended along with many
of you to pay tribute to this great President
Ronald Reagan. We were so fortunate to
have him as our President during that period
of time in the history of our country, and at
this time I would yield to a Democrat, one of
the finest Members of this House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. CONDIT). He is
an outstanding Member.

POACHING ON REAGAN’S LEGACY

(By Donald Devine)
As Ronald Reagan celebrates his 87th

birthday tomorrow, he is recognized now
even by most of his critics as the most influ-
ential president since Franklin Roosevelt.
Bill Clinton—struggling for mere survival—
still tries rhetorically to denigrate this
record. But he adds his unacknowledged ac-
quiescence by the facts of his puny budget
increases—his voice is forced to request mil-
lions and will acquire less, while his heart
lusts billions—and his abject submission to
his predecessor’s vision, by his concession:
‘‘The era of big government is over.’’

As Lady Thatcher put it in her Heritage
Foundation lecture, while it is ‘‘an irony
that it is an administration of instinctive
spenders and regulators that now is reaping
much of the political reward,’’ the unmistak-
able fact is that ‘‘today’s American prosper-
ity in the late 1990s is the result, above all,
of the fundamental shift of direction Presi-
dent Reagan promoted in the 1980s.’’ Succes-
sor conservative leaders in both his and her
countries first departed from this program
and then were frustrated that they were un-
able to re-create it.

Yet, if Ronald Reagan himself ran in the
year 2000, he would not run on the Reagan
platform. Despite the plethora of rightist
leaders trying to poach the Reagan legacy, it
is too late: His set of policies is passe. All
conservatives can learn from President
Reagan now is his basic philosophy and his
character. As Dinesh D’Souza puts it in his
new book, ‘‘Ronald Reagan: How an Ordinary
Man Became an Extraordinary Leader,’’ it is
sufficient to learn that he ‘‘had a vision for
America, he was not afraid to act, and he be-
lieved in the good sense and decency of the
American people.’’ Vision, courage, good
sense and decency were the essence of Ron-
ald Reagan, as they were of his view of
America. While he deeply valued the con-
servative values of the Founders, what made
him such a leader was his courage and good
sense, including being able to see the world
both clearly as it was and idealistically as it
should be.

There is much talk about optimism being
the secret of President Reagan’s success. But
it was not a sunny optimism that skirted
tough issues. As Mr. D’Souza documents, he
often went courageously against literally all
‘‘expert’’ opinion, not only on obviously big
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issues such as his refusal to concede the
Strategic Defense Initiative to get an arms
agreement with the Soviet Union but also
when he boldly confronted Libya, invaded
Grenada, shut down the air controllers
union, and even refused to cancel his visit to
the Bitburg cemetery. Contrary to those who
now see him as assertive generally in foreign
policy, he was also prudent enough to be al-
most disengaged on major foreign issues like
South Africa, Chile and Haiti. He had enor-
mous courage to act and the prudence not to
risk American treasure nor blood unless ab-
solutely necessary.

While President Reagan will be most re-
membered for his critical role in ending the
Cold War, his domestic legacy of taming the
welfare state might be greater in the long
run. Many thought he lacked courage here
and even Mr. D’Souza believes he did not re-
duce domestic spending. Yet, the facts show
he reduced non-defense spending hundreds of
billions, from 17.9 to 16.4 percent of gross na-
tional product. Indeed, a return to the
Founders’ idea of limited government was
equal to his passion against the evil empire.
At his first Inaugural he was clear he ‘‘was
not cutting government spending just to
save money, but to return power to states,
communities and citizens.’’ Consequently,
William Kristol and David Brooks’ National
Greatness Conservatism, when it claims ‘‘the
revitalization of our local civic culture de-
pends, ultimately, on our national political
health,’’ and that ‘‘America won’t be good
locally if it isn’t great nationally,’’ has it
quite backward in the Reagan philosophy. To
Ronald Reagan, it is communities and indi-
vidual that make us great.

Virginia I. Postrel and James K. Glassman
were closer when they responded that
Kristol-Brooks conservatives ‘‘confuse small
government with no government and neutral
government with vice.’’ Lacking faith in
non-governmental and community institu-
tions to solve problems, ‘‘national-greatness
conservatives are desperately seeking the
moral equivalent of the Cold War’’ to keep
the national government busy. Yet, Postrel-
Glassman’s emphasis upon individual happi-
ness, private pursuits and avoiding ‘‘gloom
and doom’’ at all costs, is at variance with
the urgency with which Ronald Reagan
viewed America’s departure from limited
government and how difficult he thought it
would be to rebuild private institutions. For
he believed big government had grievously
wounded the nation and he had a sense of ur-
gency for its reform.

Ronald Reagan was and still would be
moved by the fact that 1 out of 3 American
children are born to unmarried mothers and
that, for the first time in history, these ac-
cumulating 1.2 millions per year will not
have a family to guide them. His solution
would not be some Clinton-Light additional
millions to some silly, bureaucratic child-
care program but an urgent desire to break
the government-supported incentives in wel-
fare that reward this behavior.

Unlike members of Congress prematurely
claiming success, he would face the fact
that, at the last moment, the Republicans
caved on the largest part of welfare and
dropped Medicaid reform; and they later
kept silent when President Clinton, paying
off his public sector union friends, doomed
workfare by not allowing those on welfare to
get their most likely job, on a government
payroll.

Mr. Reagan would not claim success on
education because the GOP spent as much as
Mr. Clinton but face the fact that only 40
percent of eighth grade urban children have
basic reading, math or science skills. More
shocking, only 60 percent of suburban stu-
dents have. That is, even 40 percent in the
prosperous areas are not taught basic edu-

cational skills in the near-monopoly govern-
ment schools as a result, not of oversight,
but of a plan to de-emphasize these skills be-
cause failure to master them might cause
lower self-esteem.

Even for those lucky enough to have a
family, good education and a real job, leisure
is polluted with senseless violence, amoral
entertainment and vile behavior from a lit-
tle box in this own homes.

What is more important than kids and
family, friends and neighbors, and one’s own
living space? Official complacency about
them is why polls show Americans are still
dissatisfied in the midst of one of the great-
est economic expansions in history. When
that economic bubble bursts, as it soon will
(probably from Asian economic flu), Reagan-
like tax and regulatory policy will help re-
vive the economy.

But conservatives need a program for the
more fundamental problems too. Real wel-
fare reform, private and charter school
voucher scholarships, the strengthening of
private institutions by letting them have
more of their own money to spend on their
own children, families and neighbors, and de-
termined presidential moral leadership to
tell Hollywood we simply will not tolerate
such filth, is a Reagan program to both ful-
fill his legacy and celebrate his birthday
properly.

Happy birthday, Mr. President, we miss
you.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
SOLOMON), my colleague and my dear
friend and chairman of the Committee
on Rules, for yielding me the cus-
tomary half-hour, and I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

(Mr. MOAKLEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial.)

Mr. MOAKLEY. The chairman of the
Committee on Rules and the chairman
of the authorizing committee, we have
all agreed that we fought this battle
yesterday, and so I rise in opposition to
this closed rule, and I rise in opposition
to the idea of changing the name of the
local airport against the wishes of the
people it serves.

I will submit the rest of my state-
ment at this point in the RECORD.

I thank my colleague from New York, my
very good friend Mr. SOLOMON, for yielding me
the customary half hour and I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to this
closed rule and in opposition to the idea of
changing the name of a local airport against
the wishes of the people it serves.

Mr. Speaker as I said yesterday, I have
every respect for former President Reagan.
He had an enormous impact on this country
and he deserves to be remembered.

And this bill the Senate bill which leaves the
name Washington National Airport and tacks
on Ronald Reagan at the beginning is a slight
improvement over yesterdays.

But the fact remains this Congress is still
proposing renaming an airport despite very
strong local opposition this Congress is pro-
posing having the Federal Government run
roughshod over the local airport authority
President Reagan never would have done
that.

Today’s action Mr. Speaker, is despite the
bill which President Reagan himself signed

into law in 1986 ceding management respon-
sibility of this very airport to the Metropolitan
Washington Airport Authority.

I want to add, Mr. Speaker, that the respon-
sibility that President Reagan so wisely hand-
ed over to the local airport authority includes
the right to change the name of the airport
and the right to keep the name just as it is.

So I do not believe we do President Rea-
gan’s philosophy of empowering localities any
justice by completely ignoring their wishes on
the name of their airport.

The Airport Authority does not want the
name changed, the county of Arlington does
not want the name changed, the Greater
Washington Board of Trade does not want the
name changed, and the Congressman who
represents the district in which the airport is
located does not want the name changed.

I’m not sure if my Republican colleagues re-
alize it Mr. Speaker but if they vote to change
the name of this airport, it will be the first time
ever that Congress has named a building
against the wishes of the local representative.

And my very good friend Mr. MORAN has
been extremely patient and thorough in his ar-
guments on behalf of his constituents despite
this bullying and we should respect him as
each of us would expect to be respected.

Because, Mr. Speaker today we must let JIM
MORAN speak for the 8th District of Virginia
lest tomorrow someone try to speak for any
one of us.

I urge my colleagues to defeat this closed
rule, it is unfair, it contradicts the very ideas
President Reagan espoused, and it does not
do justice to the memory of one of this cen-
turies most loved Presidents.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time, and I
move the previous question on the res-
olution.

The previous question was ordered.
The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, pursu-

ant to House Resolution 349, I call up
the Senate bill (S. 1575) to rename the
Washington National Airport located
in the District of Columbia and Vir-
ginia as the ‘‘Ronald Reagan Washing-
ton National Airport,’’ and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate
bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 349, the Senate
bill is considered read for amendment.

The text of the Senate bill is as fol-
lows:

S. 1575
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. REDESIGNATION.

The airport described in the Act entitled
‘‘An Act to provide for the administration of
the Washington National Airport, and for
other purposes’’, approved June 29, 1940 (54
Stat. 686), and known as the Washington Na-
tional Airport, shall be known and des-
ignated as the ‘‘Ronald Reagan Washington
National Airport’’.
SEC. 2. REFERENCES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—
(1) The following provisions of law are

amended by striking ‘‘Washington National
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Airport’’ each place it appears and inserting
‘‘Ronald Reagan Washington National Air-
port’’:

(A) Subsection (b) of the first section of
the Act of June 29, 1940 (54 Stat. 686, chapter
444).

(B) Sections 106 and 107 of the Act of Octo-
ber 31, 1945 (59 Stat. 553, chapter 443).

(C) Section 41714 of title 49, United States
Code.

(D) Chapter 491 of title 49, United States
Code.

(2) Section 41714(d) of title 49, United
States Code, is amended in the subsection
heading by striking ‘‘WASHINGTON NATIONAL
AIRPORT’’ and inserting ‘‘RONALD REAGAN
WASHINGTON NATIONAL AIRPORT’’.

(b) OTHER REFERENCES.—Any reference in a
law, map, regulation, document, paper, or
other record of the United States to the
Washington National Airport shall be
deemed to be a reference to the ‘‘Ronald
Reagan Washington National Airport’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 349, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. SHU-
STER) and the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. OBERSTAR), each will con-
trol 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. SHUSTER).

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

All we are doing here today is adding
the word ‘‘Washington’’ to the legisla-
tion that we passed yesterday. Yester-
day we passed legislation renaming the
airport the Ronald Reagan National
Airport. We are taking the Senate ver-
sion, which inserts the name ‘‘Wash-
ington’’ and makes it the Ronald
Reagan Washington National Airport.
By agreement with our friends on the
other side, we do not expect a rollcall
vote on this matter and expect it to
move expeditiously.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I rise in opposition to the conference
report for all the reasons I articulated
yesterday, and without recapitulating
them, I yield such time as he may con-
sume to the gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. MORAN).

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. OBERSTAR) for yielding me
this time.

I think that a recommittal would
have been in order today personally,
but we had a full debate yesterday. We
understand that the majority of this
Congress has chosen to rename this
airport, and we respect the majority,
obviously.

I do want to take a couple minutes
here, because I do think that it should
be said for the record that renaming
this airport does constitute an un-
funded Federal mandate on local gov-
ernments. The cost involves more than
just changing a few signs and reprint-
ing stationery. Millions have been in-
vested by the local governments, the
private sector, the airlines, the travel
hospitality industries to promote this
region and identify Washington Na-
tional as the gateway to the Nation’s
capital.

b 1300
So the Board of Trade’s assessment is

probably an understatement, that it
would be confusing and expensive. The
total amount might be in millions of
dollars for new ad campaigns to associ-
ate the airport’s new name with the lo-
cation it serves.

We felt it was ironic that part of
President Reagan’s legacy was the suc-
cessful transfer to local control of
Washington National Airport. All of
the locality organizations and the local
governments oppose this.

But I think at this stage in the proc-
ess, Mr. Speaker, that we want to also
be clear that it is entirely appropriate
to give some positive recognition to
Ronald Reagan on his birthday. We felt
it was not the appropriate recognition;
but, given the fact that the majority of
the Congress has spoken, I do not think
that it would be appropriate to force
people to go through what has got to be
an embarrassing situation for the
Reagan family and for everyone who
wants to find an appropriate way to
memorialize President Reagan.

He will be memorialized soon with
the new Federal trade building, the air-
craft carrier and so on. But if this is
the wishes of the majority, then we
will not ask for a recommittal. We will
not ask for a rollcall vote. We will just
ask that in the future, that the inter-
ests of the minority, and particularly
of local governments, gain greater re-
spect from the majority so that in the
future we can be more consistent with
what we thought was President Rea-
gan’s underlying philosophy that local
governments ought to have greater say
in the things that affect their daily
lives.

So, with that, Mr. Speaker, I will sit
down. I will not fight this battle again,
at least this year. Maybe people will
recognize that what goes around can
come around. But at this point, I think
the majority of this body would like to
put this issue to rest and go home and
try to deal with more constructive
issues in the future.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I have
no further requests for time, and I
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I read in
the morning papers that the President
has said he will sign this bill. And,
with that comment, I yield back the
balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
THORNBERRY). All time for debate has
expired.

The bill is considered read for amend-
ment and, pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 349, the previous question is or-
dered.

The Senate bill was ordered to be
read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table.

A similar House bill (H.R. 2625) was
laid on the table
f

GENERAL LEAVE
Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that all Members

may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on S. 1575, the Senate bill just passed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.
f

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF HOUSE CON-
CURRENT RESOLUTION 182

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that my name
be removed as a cosponsor of House
Concurrent Resolution 182.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Virginia?

There was no objection.
f

DISAPPROVING THE CANCELLA-
TIONS TRANSMITTED BY PRESI-
DENT ON OCTOBER 6, 1997, RE-
GARDING PUBLIC LAW 105–45—
VETO MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Appropriations be discharged
from further consideration of the veto
message and the bill (H.R. 2631) dis-
approving the cancellations transmit-
ted by the President on October 6, 1997,
regarding Public Law 105–45, from the
President of the United States.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.
(For veto message, see proceedings of

the House of November 13, 1997, Part II,
at page H10942.)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the further consid-
eration of the veto message of the
President on the bill (H.R. 2631) dis-
approving the cancellations transmit-
ted by the President on October 6, 1997,
regarding Public Law 105–45.

The question is, Will the House, on
reconsideration, pass the bill, the ob-
jections of the President to the con-
trary notwithstanding?

The gentleman from California (Mr.
PACKARD) is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, I yield
the customary 30 minutes to the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr. HEF-
NER) for purposes of debate only, pend-
ing which I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the veto message and the
bill, H.R. 2631, from the President of
the United States, and that they may
include tabular and extraneous mate-
rials.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?
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There was no objection.
Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, I rise to

urge all Members to vote to override
the President’s veto of H.R. 2631, a bill
disapproving the President’s line item
vetoes of the Military Construction Ap-
propriations bill.

Mr. Speaker, I do this for three sim-
ple reasons. First, in his first-ever use
of the line-item veto on an appropria-
tions bill, the President used this new
power in this instance carelessly and
casually without doing his home work.
The administration did not even con-
sult with the Pentagon.

The administration admitted making
several mistakes. The President said he
would correct these mistakes by put-
ting these projects in the fiscal year
1999 budget. Well, we have just received
the fiscal year 1999 budget, and only
one of the 38 projects that he line-item
vetoed was put in his budget proposal,
so he has not corrected his mistake. We
simply want to make those corrections
today.

Second, according to the Pentagon,
all of these projects are executable and
address valid and military require-
ments. By executable, I mean they are
executable in this fiscal year. In fact,
we ran all of these projects through the
Defense Department and not one raised
any objections.

Nearly all of these projects are in the
Pentagon’s 5-year plan. Each of these
38 project were scrubbed very carefully
by our subcommittee.

b 1315
Finally, all of these projects were ap-

proved by the authorizing committee
and fall well within the budget limits
set by Congress. There is absolutely no
wasteful spending. In fact, Members
should all know that spending on mili-
tary construction has been reduced sig-
nificantly every year for the past 3
years, an 18 percent cut in the past 2
years from $11 billion to $9 billion.

We gave the President the line item
veto power and authority to use judi-
ciously. I still support the President
having that power, and whether my
colleagues support the President hav-
ing the authority or not, they should
not support the misuse of that author-
ity. A vote today to override is not
only a vote for our men and women in
uniform, it is a vote to ensure that the
line item veto is used fairly, carefully
and responsibly in the future.

Last September, 413 of us here in this
body voted for these projects when the
conference report came to the floor; 352
of us voted to disapprove the Presi-
dent’s line item veto of the 38 projects.
That vote was last November 7. Noth-
ing has changed. There is no reason for
anyone to change their vote from aye.
I urge every Member to restore these
quality of life projects to our men and
women and families in the military
service by voting aye on this override
resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

(Mr. HEFNER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

This is a first for this committee. We
have worked very diligently in the past
years when I was the chairman of the
committee and we worked with staff.
The staff did a tremendous job. We had
hearings. We had people come in from
all of the services, and we worked to-
gether as a bipartisan group to put to-
gether what we thought were bills over
the past years that were in the best in-
terest of our men and women in serv-
ice.

We have had to fight some difficult
battles because our budget has been
shrunk, and we have actually been in
free fall for a few years, and we are not
even up to what we were several years
ago. It is a little bit disappointing that
the President and the folks down at the
other end of Pennsylvania Avenue
would be looking for some things to
scratch in this bill. I think they are ab-
solutely misguided in their direction
on our bill.

Some of the folks said that these
were not already designed, but most of
these projects could be completed, they
are in the 5-year plan. Not everything
has to be a certain percentage designed
because some of them are off of the
shelf, and they can be implemented
right away. They are all good projects.
They have been considered by four
committees, and they all have a con-
tribution to our national defense.

I spoke against and was totally op-
posed to the line item veto because I do
not think it serves democracy very
well. And so the Members that would
say, I voted for the line item veto and
I cannot very well go back on my vote,
if they read this bill and if they look at
the things that it does, when they
voted for the line item veto, they did
not take a blood oath that anything
that was vetoed that they would go
along with. That is not the way our de-
mocracy works.

This is a good bill. It has been well
thought out. The staff did a tremen-
dous job along with the other body. It
is a bipartisan bill and has absolutely,
to our knowledge, it has absolutely no
errors in it. Of course that would be
speaking a little bit presumptuously to
say that there are no errors, but this is
a good bill. Everybody in this House
should vote to override this veto. I
would ask that Members give us their
vote on overriding the President’s line
item veto.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. SOLOMON), chairman of the
Committee on Rules.

(Mr. SOLOMON asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, let me
tell my colleagues, I rise in the strong-
est support for this vote to override the
President’s veto. This is both a pro-de-
fense and a pro-line item veto vote that
we are going to be casting.

As the chief proponent and the au-
thor of the line item veto, and I believe
very strongly in it, the line item veto
was written to give any President, re-
gardless of party, the authority to
highlight questionable spending provi-
sions in omnibus bills in his judgment.
Likewise the law was written specifi-
cally to protect Congress’s ability to
defend its spending decisions and prior-
ities by providing for expedited consid-
eration of bills to disapprove of the
President’s actions and, if subse-
quently vetoed, to use the constitu-
tional process to override that veto.

This is stage four in the line item
veto process. First Congress passed the
military construction appropriations
bill. Second, the President exercised
his line item veto authority to cancel
38 provisions from that bill. Third, the
House and Senate voted 352 to 64 and 69
to 30 respectively for a bill disapprov-
ing the cancellations. Today we reach
stage four in the process.

Let me just say this to my col-
leagues. The reason they need to come
over here and vote to override this veto
is this: We wrote the line item veto so
that any items that are vetoed and
those vetoes stand, it takes away from
the overall appropriation. In other
words, we reduce the amount of money
we are going to spend on our defense
budget. That has already reached the
low figure of 15 cents on every dollar.

The reason that we are here today in
this Congress is to provide for the com-
mon defense for our 50 States. That is
the main reason we are here, and we
are close to going back to 1979 when we
had to cannibalize 15 helicopter
gunships just to get five that would
work. And then three of those failed,
and so did the rescue of our hostages.
Let us not go back there. Let us come
over here and vote to override this
veto.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support of this
vote to override the President’s veto of the
Military Construction Appropriations dis-
approval bill, pursuant to the Line Item Veto
Act.

This is both a pro-defense and a pro-line
item veto vote.

As a chief proponent of the line item veto in
the House and as Chairman of one of the
Committees charged with oversight over that
law, I believe such an action would be fully
consistent with the intent of the line item veto.

The line item veto was written to give any
President, regardless of party, the authority to
highlight questionable spending provisions in
omnibus bills.

Likewise, the law protects Congress’ ability
to defend its spending decisions and priorities
by providing for expedited consideration of
bills to disapprove of the President’s actions
and if subsequently vetoed to use the Con-
stitutional process to override that veto.

This is stage four in the Line Item Veto
Process. First, Congress passed the Military
Construction Appropriations Bill for FY 1998.
Second, the President exercised his line item
veto authority to cancel 38 provisions from
that bill.

Third, the House and Senate voted 352–64
and 69–30 respectively for a bill disapproving
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those cancellations last November. Today we
reach stage four in the process. As provided
in the Constitution, Congress can override the
veto of such canceled provisions with a two-
thirds vote of both Houses.

Indeed the fact that this measure is on the
floor of the House today demonstrates that the
line item veto process works and that Con-
gress’ Constitutional prerogatives are pro-
tected.

Under the line item veto, any canceled dol-
lars are dedicated to deficit reduction, as the
spending cap for the affected bill is lowered by
the value of the cancellations. In this particular
instance the spending ceilings for defense pro-
grams would be reduced by $287 million.

However, if these provisions are overridden
total defense spending would not be reduced.
This is the 13th straight year of inflation-ad-
justed cuts in the defense budget. No other
major account in the entire federal budget has
been reduced by this much.

Consequently, it is imperative that we main-
tain the current level of defense spending to
ensure that we equip our uniformed men and
women with the best that money can buy and
that research and development can obtain.

Congress can agree with granting the Presi-
dent line item veto authority while disagreeing
with how that authority is exercised.

This is clearly the case here today. Each
member is able to look at each cancellation in-
dividually and decide for themselves whether
or not to vote to override the President’s ac-
tion.

The line item veto law provides Members
that opportunity and I am proud to stand here
today with my colleagues in casting a strong
vote in favor of overriding the President’s veto.
This is a yes vote for our national defense and
a yes vote for the line item veto.

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from New Mexico (Mr.
SKEEN), chairman of the Subcommittee
on Agriculture, Rural Development,
Food and Drug Administration, and
Related Agencies.

(Mr. SKEEN asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Speaker, I support
the override of the President’s veto.

I rise in support of the override of the Presi-
dent’s veto of H.R. 2631, the military construc-
tion line-item disapproval bill.

Passage of this legislation is necessary to
correct the mistakes that were made during
the President’s vetoes of 38 projects included
in the bill which passed the House by a wide
margin last year.

I thank the leadership for allowing this bill to
come to the floor, and I am especially grateful
to Chairman PACKARD and Mr. HEFNER for
their work in sheperding this legislation.

This bill has been called by several of my
colleagues as the ‘‘military construction line
item integrity bill,’’ since this legislation re-
stores integrity to the line-item veto process by
ensuring that decisions are made on the basis
of facts, not mistakes.

The Office of Management and Budget has
acknowledged that mistakes were made which
led to the President’s line-item vetoes, and
passage of this legislation would allow those
mistakes to be corrected.

This bill has broad bipartisan support, and
has received the endorsement of the National
Guard Association of the United States.

I ask all of my colleagues in the House of
Representatives to support this legislation to
ensure that our laws are based on factual in-
formation, not mistakes and erroneous infor-
mation.

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further requests for time, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I would like to take just a moment to
thank the gentleman from North Caro-
lina (Mr. HEFNER), this being his last
year, although we will get to work to-
gether on the next bill, but I want to
tell him personally how much I appre-
ciate the work he has done on this bill.

He certainly has been a joy to work
with and has made a great contribution
to our country and to our men and
women in the services. This bill re-
flects his priorities as it does mine. It
has been a real pleasure to work to-
gether.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Nebraska (Mr. BEREU-
TER).

(Mr. BEREUTER asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding the
time to me.

I want to rise in strong support of
H.R. 2631. I want to give my colleagues
one good example why it is appropriate
to do that. On the Subcommittee on
Asia and the Pacific, I became familiar
with a proposal of a particular con-
struction project in Fort Derussey, Ha-
waii. It is to relocate the Asian Pacific
Center for Security Studies to a build-
ing that is existent. It is used as a re-
serve center. This center today is rent-
ing very high-cost space. That building
is waiting to be renovated. All parties
concur that this was an appropriate
and agreed decision and appropriation
item. Its inclusion on the veto list was
an inexplicable error that ought to be
corrected by our override on the veto.

Undoubtedly there are other such
cases in the hastily prepared and inad-
equately vetted veto list, but this is
one that saves the taxpayer money. Ev-
erybody agrees it should have been
done. It was inexplicable error. It is an-
other reason why we should vote to
override the veto.

I thank the gentleman for yielding
me this time.

Mr. Speaker, this Member rises in strong
support of H.R. 2631, legislation to override
the President’s veto of military construction
programs. Certainly, the President has the au-
thority to exercise the line-item veto on occa-
sion when fiscal responsibility demands. No
one disputes that prerogative; however, this
authority must be exercised very judiciously.

This Member would tell his colleagues that
there are many meritorious programs that the
President targeted for elimination without care-
ful consideration of the consequences. In par-
ticular this Member would point to one particu-
lar construction project, that of Fort Derussey,
Hawaii. This is to become the future home of
the Asia-Pacific Center for Security Studies
which was established in September 1995.

Relocating the Asia-Pacific Center from its
current location to Fort Derussey will eliminate
a very major rental cost now being borne by
the Center and the American taxpayer. It
makes sense to use the existing U.S. govern-
ment facility after renovations rather than con-
tinue to pay the high rental costs. All parties
concur that this is the proper and agreed deci-
sion and appropriations item. Its inclusion on
the veto list was an inexplicable error that
ought to be corrected by our override vote of
the veto. Undoubtedly, there are other such
cases in the hastily prepared and inadequately
vetted veto list.

The Asia-Pacific Center’s mission is to
serve as a focal point where national officials,
decision makers, and military officers of the
United States and other Asia-Pacific nations
gather to explore pressing issues and achieve
a greater understanding of the challenges that
face the Asia-Pacific region. This center can
help foster early rapport among the leaders of
tomorrow and promote U.S. interests through-
out the region.

Mr. Speaker, this Member urges support for
H.R. 2631.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support
of the motion to override the President’s veto
of H.R. 2631, legislation to restore funding for
the 38 military construction projects which
were proposed for cancellation late last year.

The projects proposed for cancellation by
the Administration are among the most heavily
reviewed military construction projects in his-
tory. This vote will mark the sixth time the
House has rendered judgment upon them. In
every case, support for these projects has
been overwhelming and I hope the same will
be the case today.

The facts are clear. First, each of these
projects meets a validated military require-
ment. Second, each of the 38 projects is exe-
cutable in this fiscal year. Third, nearly all of
these projects—85 percent—are in the Admin-
istration’s own defense program. And fourth,
the $287 million to complete these projects
are within the limits established by the budget
agreement.

The Administration admits mistakes were
made in the extensive exercise of the line-item
veto on the Military Construction Appropria-
tions Act and, it is my understanding, that the
Administration no longer opposes this legisla-
tion.

The evidence on the public record provides
ample justification to restore these projects. I
urge my colleagues to support the restoration
of funds to meet critical facilities shortfalls af-
fecting the armed forces. I urged the House to
support H.R. 2631.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to express my support for H.R. 2631, the Mili-
tary Construction Veto Disapproval. I have the
privilege of representing Dyess Air Force Base
in Abilene, Texas. One of the thirty-eight
projects stricken from the military construction
bill was in my district so I have a very per-
sonal interest in this legislation, but I believe
that the President made the decision to strike
many projects in the bill based on poor advice
and inaccurate information.

One of the reasons the President gave for
vetoing these projects was that they did not
meet a so-called ‘‘quality of life’’ requirement.
I don’t know what the President’s definition of
quality of life is, but I do know this: these thir-
ty-eight projects which were eliminated in-
cluded facilities to provide a safe working
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place for the men and women we entrust with
the defense of our nation.

In the case of the squadron operations facil-
ity to be built at Dyess Air Force Base, there
are currently no existing facilities to house the
13th Bomb Squadron. Without this facility, the
men and women of the 13th Bomb Squadron
will be denied the tools they need to do their
jobs.

How does this add to their quality of life or
their ability to discharge their duties? ‘‘Quality
of life’’ involves a great deal more than hous-
ing and child care facilities and gymnasiums,
although those are very important. I cannot
imagine how the quality of work life could be
much worse than importing 500 to 1,000 men
and women to do a job without any facilities
in which to house that work.

The projects line item vetoed by the Presi-
dent were included in the military construction
bill because they are essential to the mission
of our military. Most of these projects were in-
cluded in the five-year plans of the military
services so that the money for these projects
will be spent eventually. These projects were
considered by four different Congressional
committees with expertise in the area of na-
tional security and were reviewed by the Pen-
tagon. The House and the Senate voted by
overwhelming majorities to approve the mili-
tary construction appropriation act.

Yet the President and his staff acting in
haste crafted a new criteria for military con-
struction projects—quality of life. While I do
not oppose the use of quality of life as a con-
sideration for determining the merit of a
project, it should not be the only criteria, and
it should be clearly defined and fairly applied.
In the case of the 13th Bomb Squadron Oper-
ations Facility and many of the other projects
cancelled by the President, it was not. The
President incorrectly substituted his judgment
for that of the Congress and the Pentagon. I
urge my colleagues to support our men and
women in uniform by voting again to override
the President’s line item veto to restore these
projects.

Mrs. FOWLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise to ex-
press my strong support once again for H.R.
2631, legislation to override the President’s
line item vetoes of projects in the fiscal year
1997 Military Construction Appropriations Bill.

Last October 6, the President line item ve-
toed 38 military construction projects worth
$287 million. The other body overruled him on
October 30, by a 69–30 vote. The House fol-
lowed suit on November 8, voting 352–64 to
restore funding. Despite two-thirds margins in
both Houses, however, the President vetoed
the bill disapproving his line item vetoes.

There are many reasons why Members
should support this bill. Every one of the 38
vetoed projects was properly authorized by
Congress. Every one of them met strict criteria
established by the committees with oversight
for military construction. The vast majority—33
of the 38—were in the Pentagon’s 5-year plan,
and those that were not were only absent be-
cause they were emergent requirements. And
the inclusion of all of these projects was com-
pletely consistent with both the Congress’ con-
stitutional responsibility to provide for and
maintain our Armed Forces, and the fiscal
year 1998 budget resolution.

When President Clinton originally signed the
bill giving him line item veto authority, he ar-
gued that it would help him cancel projects
that are ‘‘special interest boondoggles, tax
loopholes or pure pork.’’

However, according to OMB Director Frank-
lin Raines, ‘‘the great majority, if not the over-
whelming majority of these [vetoed] projects
can make a contribution to our national de-
fense.’’ Moreover, in vetoing these items, the
President himself said that these projects
‘‘have merit but should be considered in the
future.’’

Then, after the vetoes, the administration
itself admitted that it acted on erroneous data.
Initially, the White House said two projects
should not have been vetoed. Later, the num-
ber grew to 11. Still later, the White House ad-
mitted to as many as 18 mistakes.

Finally, I should note that anyone inclined to
support the President’s position should under-
stand that they are not saving money by en-
dorsing his vetoes. Rather, they will be costing
the American taxpayer more money. These
projects will all get built, because they are all
validated military requirements and are in the
services’ extended budgets. Postponing them
will only drive up costs due to inflation.

Given all of these considerations, I believe
every Member ought to support the override
bill. These projects were not pork, but had
merit. The process that the administration
used to select them was deeply flawed. Post-
poning construction of these projects will only
cost more money.

I urge my colleagues to support this bill.
Mr. BISHOP. Mr. Speaker, I rise today as a

strong supporter of this bipartisan bill which
would disapprove the President’s line-item ve-
toes of 38 critically-important projects included
in the fiscal 1998 Military Construction Appro-
priations Act. Each of these projects is needed
by the military. Each complies with the spend-
ing limits established by the Balanced Budget
Act of 1997. And each, if funded, can be start-
ed during this current fiscal year.

I can speak about one of these projects
from first-hand knowledge.

Included in the vetoes was $6.8 million to
construct an operations and training facility for
combat-ready rescue personnel in the 41st
Rescue Squadron based at Moody Air Force
Base in Valdosta, Georgia, located in the Dis-
trict I represent. The job they do is dangerous
and absolutely essential to the safety and
well-being of our airmen and civilian popu-
lations on the ground. These highly-trained
rescue specialists not only serve areas of
Georgia and Florida in the general vicinity of
the base, it is believed they perform more de-
ployments throughout the world than any other
Air Force units. Rescue personnel from Moody
are assigned right now to the Persian Gulf.

They were transferred to Moody Air Force
Base from Patrick Air Force Base during the
first six months of last year. Although there
was no available building for these units at
Moody, the Air Force planned to build one as
quickly as possible. Meanwhile, they had to be
housed in temporary, rented trailers at a cost
of $108,000 a year.

These trailers are cramped and totally inad-
equate for the work these units do, including
operations planning and on-going training ex-
ercises.

If anyone can overcome difficulties such as
this, it is the men and women who serve in
our armed forces. But it will be a disgrace if
we, in Washington, D.C., keep these rescue
units stuck in crowded temporary facilities any
longer than necessary. We will fail in our re-
sponsibility if we send these troops into harm’s
way without providing them the basic support
they need.

It will also be more costly. Not only will con-
struction costs go up, we will continue paying
the rent—and that is pure waste.

I believe the Administration acted in good
faith. These are projects they truly believed
could wait. But, I also believe the White House
was acting on misinformation.

Based on the veto message, the White
House apparently thought the rescue person-
nel had not yet been relocated to Moody, that
the planning was not far enough along for
construction to begin this fiscal year, and that
this was not a quality-of-life project.

This was incorrect on all counts.
The rescue personnel had been transferred

months before. Work can begin this year.
Without question, providing adequate working
conditions for military personnel, and particu-
larly for those involved in life-and death oper-
ations, is a quality-of-life issue.

In fact, a number of these vetoes were evi-
dently based on mistakes.

Moreover, there is no question that each
and every one of the vetoed projects is need-
ed for military readiness.

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘yea’’ on this
bill and live up to our responsibility to provide
our military forces the basic tools they need to
carry out the missions that keep our country
secure and help protect freedom throughout
the world.

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support
of MILCON veto override.

Most of the projects on the President’s can-
cellation list were in the Pentagon’s future
years defense plan.

All of them are executable this fiscal year.
Three of the projects were Air Force Re-

serve projects, and together they represent 50
percent of the Air Force Reserve’s construc-
tion budget for fiscal year 1998.

While the active Air Force and the Air Na-
tional Guard have suffered some cuts over the
last few years, the Air Force Reserve’s
MILCON Program is literally being driven out
of existence.

The President’s fiscal year 1999 budget
submission includes only one new Air Force
Reserve project. One project. That’s it.

Enough is enough.
The MILCON bill was the only appropria-

tions bill where fiscal year 1998 spending was
below fiscal year 1997.

I urge all of my colleagues to support mo-
tion to override.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker I thank my friend,
the distinguished chairman of the Military Con-
struction Appropriations Subcommittee, for
yielding.

I rise in support of this override effort be-
cause I am a strong supporter of the line-item
veto and the process it provides for ensuring
careful scrutiny of Federal spending. In this
case, Mr. Speaker, Congress is asserting its
power of the purse, insisting to the President
that we have carefully considered the items in
the military construction spending bill that the
President—I believe in haste and in error—
chose to line-item veto. Contrary to the claims
of some naysayers, we did not write Congress
out of the spending process when we crafted
the line-item veto. Quite the contrary, in fact,
we provided very explicit procedures by which
Congress could assert its authority—as we
witness by today’s proceedings.

Some pundits and even some Members
have pointed to the President’s application of
the line-item veto on the military construction
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spending bill as an example of why the line-
item veto isn’t a good idea. I firmly disagree.
The line item veto has accomplished exactly
what those of us who spent years bringing it
about intended—it has brought greater ac-
countability and sunshine to the process of
spending the taxpayers’ money. And it has
provided a real opportunity for saving more
than one point $2 billion. Sure, in the cynical
world of budgeteers and inside-the-beltway
types, that may seem like a rounding error—
but to the American people, $1.2 billion is seri-
ous money. And there’s more to come, I am
sure. I share with many of my colleagues
some disappointment that this President did
not spend more time and take more care in
developing sound criteria and preparing to use
the powerful new tool we delegated to him in
the form of the line-item veto. But I remain
firmly committed to the idea that we did the
right thing by implementing the line-item
veto—and I hope this exercise of override will
chasten the administration to think first and
line item second during the upcoming budget
cycle. I urge support for this override effort.

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, I am
aware that there are others that have
come on the floor that want to speak,
but in deference to my colleague from
North Carolina, who has yielded back
the balance of his time, I yield back
the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SUNUNU). Without objection, the pre-
vious question is ordered.

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is, Will the House, on recon-
sideration, pass the bill, the objections
of the President to the contrary not-
withstanding?

Under the Constitution, this vote
must be determined by the yeas and
nays.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 347, nays 69,
not voting 14, as follows:

[Roll No. 10]

YEAS—347

Abercrombie
Aderholt
Allen
Archer
Bachus
Baesler
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Berry
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Boyd
Brady
Brown (CA)

Brown (FL)
Bryant
Bunning
Burr
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Cardin
Castle
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham

Danner
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Farr
Fattah
Fawell
Fazio
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Fox
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly

Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Hill
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kim
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)

Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lowey
Lucas
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manton
Manzullo
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McGovern
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McNulty
Meek (FL)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pappas
Parker
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Paxon
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Portman
Poshard
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Redmond
Regula
Reyes
Riggs
Riley
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan

Rogers
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Ryun
Sabo
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer, Dan
Schaffer, Bob
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shimkus
Shuster
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Adam
Smith, Linda
Snowbarger
Snyder
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stearns
Stenholm
Stokes
Stump
Sununu
Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tierney
Torres
Traficant
Turner
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Weygand
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—69

Ackerman
Andrews
Barrett (WI)
Boswell
Brown (OH)
Carson
Chabot
Conyers
Davis (FL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Deutsch
Dickey
Doggett
Dooley
Duncan

Engel
Ensign
Ewing
Filner
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Ganske
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Harman
Johnson (WI)
Kanjorski
Kind (WI)
Klug
Leach
Lofgren

Luther
Markey
Martinez
McCarthy (MO)
McDermott
McKinney
Meehan
Miller (FL)
Minge
Neumann
Nussle
Owens
Payne
Petri
Ramstad
Rangel

Rivers
Rohrabacher
Rothman
Royce
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanford

Sensenbrenner
Shays
Sherman
Skaggs
Smith (MI)
Stark
Strickland

Stupak
Towns
Upton
Vento
Waxman
Wexler
Yates

NOT VOTING—14

Armey
Becerra
Burton
Dellums
Eshoo

Furse
Gonzalez
Hall (OH)
Herger
Klink

McKeon
Porter
Schiff
Wynn
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Ms. LOFGREN and Messrs. SHAYS,
SALMON, MARKEY and GREENWOOD
changed their vote from ‘‘yea’’ to
‘‘nay.’’

Mrs. TAUSCHER, Mrs. MALONEY of
Connecticut and Messrs. NADLER,
RUSH and PALLONE changed their
vote from ‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’

So, two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof, the bill was passed, the objec-
tions of the President to the contrary
notwithstanding.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SUNUNU). The Clerk will notify the
Senate of the action of the House.
f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, because of offi-
cial business I was not present for Roll Call
votes 7, 8, 9, and 10. Had I been present, I
would have voted ‘‘aye’’ on each of these
votes.
f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No.
10, I was unavoidably detained making re-
marks to a business association
headquartered in downtown Washington and
was, for that reason, not present for the vote.

Had I been present, I would have voted
‘‘aye.’’
f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, on roll calls #8, #9,
and #10, I was unavoidably absent because of
activities connected with this morning’s Na-
tional Prayer Breakfast. Had I been present, I
would have voted nay on roll call #8—ordering
the previous question on H. Res. 348; nay on
roll call #9—final passage of H.R. 2846; and
yea on roll call #10—final passage of H.R.
2631. I ask unanimous consent that this expla-
nation be placed at the appropriate part of the
RECORD.

(Mr. DELLUMS asked and was given
permission to speak out of order for 5
minutes.)
f

FAREWELL SPEECH OF THE
HONORABLE RONALD V. DELLUMS.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, it is
with an incredibly heavy heart that I
take the well of the House of Rep-
resentatives today because this will be
the last time that I will do this.

I have served in these chambers for 27
years, and it has been an extraordinary
honor and high privilege to serve with
all of my colleagues here.
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I came to Congress in January of

1971, against the backdrop of a very tu-
multuous era in the history of this
country. The civil rights movement,
the struggle for the liberation of many
oppressed and downtrodden people in
this country, the struggle for the lib-
eration of women, peace in Vietnam,
the notion that peace was a superior
idea to war, the concern for the fragile
nature of our ecological system. I came
at a very unique era, at a very interest-
ing and tumultuous period in this
country.

I had to try to make sense out of all
the music and anger and pain that I
heard in Oakland and Berkeley and in
the Bay area and in the country at that
time. I was not to know that Berkeley
and Oakland, in the mind’s eye of
many people, was so extraordinary and
that when people wanted to lash out at
what they thought Berkeley rep-
resented at that period in American
history, they could not lash out at an
abstract idea or at a city, but they
could lash out at that person that was
the representative of that community.

But I am just a guy. And if you hit
me, I hurt; and if you cut me, I bleed.
And there were many times when you
hit me hard and you cut me deep. And
there were times when I went to my of-
fice at night and sometimes in the
dark, with tears in my eyes, I would
pray to just have the strength to
march back to the floor of the United
States Congress with my pride and my
dignity and to continue to try to fight
back.

Over the years, I tried to extend to
every one of my colleagues, on both
sides of the aisle, the greatest respect
that I could give you, and that is to
give you my undivided attention, to
listen to you.

Well, a couple nights ago my col-
leagues had a special order. And it was
about me, so I listened with great care.
The first thing I want to tell you is
that one thing I thought is, no matter
how old you are, you are always your
mother’s boy. And I sat here thinking,
I wonder if my mom is watching.

The first person that called me when
I got home was my mom. She was
watching. And she asked me to thank
all of you for your kind and generous
remarks. And I thank you because you
made my mother feel great pride and
great joy, and thank you for that.

You used many adjectives. You said,
‘‘He is the fairest guy I ever worked
with.’’ Well, I was fair because I think
that this process cannot function with-
out fairness, that the cornerstone of
this institution, what makes a rep-
resentative democracy real, what
makes this at the end of the day the
people’s branch of Government, is that
it has to be rooted in the essence of
fairness.

And when I first walked in the door,
I was not often treated fairly. But I
recognized that, as Martin Luther
King, Jr., taught me, was that I could
not be the flip side of the same coin,
that I had to be willing to try to take

the moral high ground, to not respond
in the way that people responded to
me. So I leaned over backwards to be
fair. Because if this place is to be about
anything, it has to be about fairness.

Some of you, in your accolades, used
the term ‘‘integrity.’’ The reason why
over the years I insisted that the proc-
ess have integrity is because, without
it, I recognized that the ideas that I
came to espouse, the constituency that
I represented, their hopes and their
dreams and aspirations would never
have a chance unless the process had
integrity.

So the reason why I was willing to
stand in defense of the most junior
Democrat, the most junior Republican,
or to make sure that the most conserv-
ative Member had the right to speak
out was because to deny that person
the right to speak was to diminish my-
self and to deny me the right to speak.
And for me not to challenge any of you
on the basis of your ideology and your
philosophy in terms of your ability to
have input meant that I was acquiesc-
ing to anyone denying me, based upon
my political views, an opportunity to
speak.

This institution cannot function
without fairness and without justice.
And, so, I tried to do that. There have
been times in these chambers when
pettiness, challenges of personality,
and partisanship have been the order of
the day.

Some of my colleagues said rarely
have they ever heard DELLUMS take the
well as a partisan. You know why? Be-
cause I came to realize early on that
campaigning had to take place outside
these chambers, that once we walked
onto the floor of Congress, the dynamic
changed, the paradigm changed. At
that point, it was not about campaign-
ing and politicking; it was about the
incredible responsibility of governance.

And irrespective of your political
views, we have to find some way to
come here intellectually, honest
enough to say, how do we now, based
upon the judgments of the people, with
far-ranging perspectives, interests and
views, manage to govern this country.

Too often, we have fallen apart at
that level.

Some of you said to me, ‘‘Ron is
about ideas and not about personal-
ities.’’ At the end the day, my friends,
it is never about personalities. We
spend a lot of time attacking each
other at the level of personalities.

For any of you where, in the fit of
battle, you ever even interpreted that I
came personally, I take this moment to
profusely apologize to you. It was
never about personal battles. It has al-
ways been about ideas. Individuals
come and go, but ideas must ulti-
mately transcend, and ideas must ulti-
mately prevail.

It has been an incredible honor to
serve in the House of Representatives.
Incredible. Late night talk show hosts’
jokes notwithstanding, it has been a
privilege to serve here, an honor to
serve here. To get up every day and put

on your uniform and put on your tie
and march to the floor of Congress
knowing that, in your hands, in that
card, in your very being, you have life
and death in your hands, it is an in-
credible thing.

Try not to take RON DELLUMS too se-
riously. I am just a guy. But I always
took my job with deadly seriousness.

There were times when a few of us al-
most went nose to nose. And people
said, ‘‘RON, you are a man of peace.
How could you be angry?’’ I said, ‘‘I am
a man of peace; but I didn’t necessarily
say I was always a peaceful man. You
can make me angry.’’

But I learned something. I met an in-
credible man. His name was Nelson
Mandela. His strength, coming after 20
some years in prison, I recognized that
his strength and his power laid in his
tranquility.

I said, ‘‘Here is a man that has
learned to harness his anger, to dis-
cipline his pain, to harness his desire
to retaliate.’’ I said, ‘‘That is what I
need to try to move myself toward, the
ability to discipline and harness and
challenge the anger so that, ulti-
mately, it is one of constructive en-
gagement with people around problem
solving.’’

I leave here not as a cynic. And there
have been days when this place has
been at an all-time low, we all know
this, but I do not leave cynical. I leave
with my idealism and my enthusiasm
intact because, when you look around,
each of us have had the privilege of
walking to the floor of Congress with
the total freedom to express ourselves
across whatever lines divide us, to say
whatever we felt was important to say.
That is an incredible gift, and I am
privileged to have had that oppor-
tunity to have that gift.

For those of you who stop long
enough to try to see me in more than
one dimension, thank you. For those of
you who stop long enough to embrace
me as a friend, thank you. For those of
you who came together with me in the
spirit of battle, to try to right the
wrongs, to challenge the evils, to make
this world a better place for our chil-
dren and our children’s children, thank
you. For those of you who each day
just said, hi, RON, thank you.

I leave you with just one challenge.
Continue to battle on behalf of the peo-
ple.

I raise the question that I raised once
with the Speaker GINGRICH. I said, Mr.
GINGRICH, if we are successful in tear-
ing down this institution, what podium
do I mount to advocate on behalf of my
constituency?

So let us be guided by wisdom and
judgment.

You call me civil. Well, I came from
a generation that was in a hurry. I
walked in the door. I wanted to kick
the door in and bring change imme-
diately.

My generation said, peace, when do
you want it? Now. Freedom, when do
you want it? Now. So I was impatient.
But you folks taught me the two most



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH364 February 5, 1998
incredible lessons of life, the lesson of
patience and the lesson of humility.

You forced me to have to walk up
and down that Hill 27 years in a row
fighting the same old battles. You
taught me that I was not a cocky dude,
that one guy against 434 could change
the world. But if we care about each
other and we respect each other and we
respect this incredible opportunity we
have, together we can change the
world.

b 1400

I learned a concept called homeo-
stasis when I was in college, which said
that institutions manage to find a way
to come into balance. Well, a member
of the Gray Caucus is leaving, and the
good Judge from Florida grew a gray
beard, so the House is in balance on
that issue. An old guy is leaving, and a
young African-American is coming to
be sworn in today. This institution is
in homeostasis.

Thank you for caring; thank you for
the privilege of working with you. It
has been the most incredible and high
honor of my life, and I hope that what-
ever life has in store for me beyond
today will be a fraction of the excite-
ment, the enthusiasm and the thrill of
serving in this institution.

Thank you very much.

f

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, I move a
call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.
The call was taken by electronic de-

vice, and the following Members re-
sponded to their names:

[Roll No. 11]

ANSWERED ‘‘PRESENT’’—356

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Berry
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Borski
Boswell
Brady
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Bunning
Callahan
Calvert

Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coburn
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon

Doggett
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
Ensign
Etheridge
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Filner
Foley
Forbes
Fossella
Fowler
Fox
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Green
Greenwood
Gutierrez

Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hansen
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Hill
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Hoyer
Hulshof
Inglis
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kim
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Latham
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manton
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)

McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDade
McDermott
McGovern
McHale
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Nadler
Neal
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Packard
Pallone
Pappas
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Paxon
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Redmond
Regula
Reyes
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard

Royce
Rush
Ryun
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaffer, Bob
Schumer
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Adam
Smith, Linda
Snowbarger
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stearns
Stenholm
Stokes
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Thompson
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Tierney
Torres
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Wexler
Weygand
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Young (FL)
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ROGAN). On this rollcall, 356 Members
have recorded their presence by elec-
tronic device, a quorum.

Under the rule, further proceedings
under the call are dispensed with.

f

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Clerk of the House of
Representatives:

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, February 4, 1998.

Hon. NEWT GINGRICH,
The Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: I have the honor to
transmit herewith a facsimile copy of letter
received from Mr. Thomas R. Wilkey, Execu-
tive Director, State Board of Elections,
State of New York, indicating that, accord-
ing to the unofficial results for the Special
Election held February 3, 1998, the Honorable
Gregory Meeks was elected Representative
in Congress for the Sixth Congressional Dis-
trict, State of New York.

With warm regards,
ROBIN H. CARLE,

Clerk.

STATE OF NEW YORK,
STATE BOARD OF ELECTIONS,

Albany, NY, February 4, 1998.
ROBIN H. CARLE,
Clerk, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MS. CARLE: Enclosed please find the
unofficial results of the Special Election
held in the 6th Congressional District of New
York on Tuesday, February 3, 1998. The re-
sults appear to indicate that candidate Greg-
ory Meeks will be the apparent winner.

The Board of Canvassers will be meeting
on Tuesday, February 24 to officially certify
the official results, and you will be provided
with an official certification at that time.

Sincerely,
THOMAS R. WILKEY,

Executive Director.

f

SWEARING IN OF THE HONORABLE
GREGORY W. MEEKS, OF NEW
YORK, AS A MEMBER OF THE
HOUSE

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New York, Mr. GREGORY W.
MEEKS, be permitted to take the oath
of office today.

His certificate of election has not ar-
rived, but there is no contest, and no
question has been raised with regard to
his election.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri?

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman

from New York (Mr. MEEKS), the Mem-
ber-elect, along with the Members of
the New York delegation come forward
and will the Members please stand.

Mr. MEEKS appeared at the bar of
the House and took the oath of office,
as follows:

Do you solemnly swear that you will
support and defend the Constitution of
the United States against all enemies,
foreign and domestic; that you will
bear true faith and allegiance to the
same; that you take this obligation
freely, without any mental reservation
or purpose of evasion, and that you will
well and faithfully discharge the duties
of the office on which you are about to
enter. So help you God.

The SPEAKER. Congratulations, you
are now a Member of the Congress of
the United States.
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WELCOMING CONGRESSMAN

MEEKS
(Mr. RANGEL asked and was given

permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker and my
colleagues, many of us have the great
task of succeeding Members of the
House of Representatives that have
left, as Reverend and Congressman
Floyd Flake has, but indeed, the strong
keep coming, and we are so fortunate
that a young man a few years back was
born in East Harlem, saw fit to go to
Queens, got his training there, became
an administrative judge for workmen’s
compensation, and then joined the
great legislature of the State of New
York in the New York State Assembly.
And as I look in front of me, it looks
like there is hardly a Member of the
New York delegation in our Congress
that did not serve in our State legisla-
ture.

Having served there for 6 years and
working hard each and every day, he
was selected by the African-Americans,
as well as the Puerto Rican Hispanic
Members of that group to head up the
Black and Hispanic Caucus. He has
worked hard, he has got two lovely
daughters that are here with his wife,
Simone-Marie. His brothers and his
family are here to support him as they
were during the great election that
with more than a half a dozen can-
didates, he came through with 57 per-
cent of that vote.

At this time I would like to yield to
a senior member, the senior Republican
Member of our delegation, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. GILMAN).

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, Chairman
RANGEL, serving as the chair of our
New York delegation, and my col-
leagues of the New York delegation,
and all of our colleagues, we are so
pleased to be able to welcome Mr.
MEEKS to the Congress.

Our retired colleague, Floyd Flake,
amassed a distinguished record of con-
gressional service. His dedication in
fighting for the concerns of his 6th Dis-
trict, his patriotism, his hard work are
a testament to the leadership that he
displayed, and while Congressman
Flake leaves his shoes to fill, his suc-
cessor seems to me to be able to come
with a great potential to do just that.

GREGORY MEEKS comes to the Con-
gress after already having had a distin-
guished career in public service, grad-
uating from Howard University Law
School. He joined the Queens County
District Attorney’s Office, was quickly
promoted to the Office of Special Nar-
cotics Prosecutor, something Mr. RAN-
GEL and I have been working on for a
number of years in our battle against
drugs. We are pleased to welcome a leg-
islator with the experience and deter-
mination in fighting the war on drugs.
Congressman MEEKS, I know while he
was serving on the New York State
Commission on Investigation, directed
criminal and civil investigations and
major organized crime figures, and we
hope he will continue his devotion to

fighting crime as he did in the past. We
want to commend you and we wish you
well. I am pleased to welcome you and
your two daughters, Ebony and Aja and
your wife, Simone, to the pantheon of
congressional families, and we are here
ready to help you in your work. God
bless.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, reclaim-
ing my time, there are so many Mem-
bers that would like to be heard, but a
lot of people have to make trains and
planes, and so we have in our delega-
tion not only an outstanding Member
from Queens County, but the Demo-
cratic county leader that was able to
guide the membership of the great or-
ganization there so that they were able
to make the proper decision for the
election, TOM MANTON, for purposes of
introducing our brand-new member.
f

WELCOMING CONGRESSMAN
MEEKS

(Mr. MANTON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. MANTON. Mr. Speaker, my col-
leagues, our newly-elected Member,
GREGORY MEEKS, it gives me a great
deal of pleasure to welcome you, GREG-
ORY and your family and all of your
supporters in Southeast Queens from
the 6th Congressional District to this
great Hall. I am not going to be repet-
itive here, but I would just like to say
that your credentials were impeccable,
starting off after law school as a pros-
ecutor, and later on as a judge in the
worker’s compensation system, and
then your service in the New York
State Assembly.
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So you have come here, you have hit
the ground running, and we welcome
you and ask that you have a long ca-
reer in these sacred halls.

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from New York yield?

Mr. MANTON. Mr. Speaker, I am
happy to yield to the Speaker.

The SPEAKER. It would please the
Chair to recognize for his first time
here the newly elected gentleman from
New York (Mr. MEEKS), and to recog-
nize him on behalf of the House and
offer him an opportunity to speak to
the House.
f

EXPRESSION OF THANKS FOR
SUPPORT

(Mr. MEEKS of New York asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Mr. MEEKS of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, thank you.

The first feeling that I have is: God is
good. God is good. He has truly blessed
me, and but by His grace am I here
today. He has blessed me for an indi-
vidual who grew up in public housing
and a product of public education to be
able to go on and receive a degree at
the great institution known as Howard
University School of Law, which I am

proud of; to be blessed with individuals
who are really responsible for me being
here.

Mr. Speaker, it started with my
mother, who is not with us any longer,
but she is with us. She gave me the
strength, the support, and the upbring-
ing so that this day could be possible.
She gave me the vision and the deter-
mination to make things happen, and I
will be so ever thankful to God who
blessed me with her as a mother.

I want to thank my dad, who is here,
who always was behind me and taught
me the lessons of life and family.

I want to bless and thank my wife,
Simone-Marie, who gave her energy,
her time, and gave me her permission
to seek the office of the United States
House of Representatives.

My sisters, Rosalyn and Janella, who
are here, who worked diligently day
and night on this campaign, thank you.

And the Lord blessed me with two
beautiful daughters who I am so proud
of for all that they are doing and how
they are growing up. That is Ebony and
Aja.

And, as indicated, my mother is not
with me, but the Lord blessed me with
a great mother-in-law, Miss Eleanor
Sing.

Mr. Speaker, let me say thank you,
particularly, to my political godfather,
Bob Simmons, and all of the individ-
uals who are up in the balcony who are
responsible for that huge victory on
February 3. I will never forget them,
for they are why I am here to represent
the constituency and the people of the
6th Congressional District.

I know that I have very big shoes to
fill, and I can say that I am not Floyd
Flake. I am GREGORY MEEKS. I am
going to do the best I can. I believe
that Floyd Flake was on the right
path, the same path of many of the
Members of this hall that I have ad-
mired for a long time. The path of Bar-
bara Jordan who sat here. The path of
Shirley Chisholm. The path of Adam
Powell. The path of Brother DELLUMS.
The path of Charlie Rangel. The path
of Thomas Manton.

Mr. Speaker, I look forward to work-
ing with you. I look forward to trying
to make a difference in the lives of the
people of this great country. I look for-
ward to living the dream that Dr. King
had that all of us will be able to walk
together, talk together, live together
under this big tent and this great Na-
tion. Thank you very much.
f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
The SPEAKER. The Chair wishes to

simply observe for the RECORD, if I
might, that we are welcoming a new
Member whom we are delighted to have
with us and who we think has a great
future. We are welcoming him on a day
when weare losing a great Member who
has had a great career and to whom we
are all indebted for being a model of
representing democracy in a free soci-
ety.

So while we are saying good-bye to
the gentleman from California (Mr.
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DELLUMS) we are saying hello to the
gentleman from New York (Mr. MEEKS)
and that is the biological process by
which a free people renews itself.

We will miss you, Mr. DELLUMS; and
we are grateful to have you here, Mr.
MEEKS.
f

ELECTION OF MEMBERS TO CER-
TAIN STANDING COMMITTEES OF
THE HOUSE

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Speak-
er, by direction of the Democratic Cau-
cus, I offer a privileged resolution
(H.Res. 351) and ask for its immediate
consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 351
Resolved, That the following named Mem-

bers be, and are hereby elected to the follow-
ing standing committees of the House of
Representatives:

To the Committee on Banking and Finan-
cial Services:

Max Sandlin of Texas; Gregory Meeks of
New York.

The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
f

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID-
ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF MO-
TIONS TO SUSPEND THE RULES

Mr. DREIER, from the Committee on
Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 105–415) on the resolution (H.
Res. 352) providing for consideration of
motions to suspend the rules, which
was referred to the House Calendar and
ordered to be printed.
f

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

(Mr. BONIOR asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask for
this time for the purposes of inquiring
from the distinguished Chief Deputy
Majority Whip regarding the schedule
for today, the remainder of the week,
and the following week.

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman from Michigan, my good
friend, will yield, I am pleased to an-
nounce that we have finished the legis-
lative business for the week.

The House will reconvene on Wednes-
day, February 11, at 3 p.m. for legisla-
tive business. Members should note
that we do not expect any recorded
votes before 5 p.m. on Wednesday; and
on Thursday, February 12, the House
will meet at 10 a.m. for legislative
business.

On Wednesday and Thursday, the
House will consider the following legis-
lation: a resolution providing for con-
sideration of motions to suspend the
rules and a resolution regarding the
contested election in the 46th Congres-
sional District of California.

Once the rule allowing suspensions
next week has been agreed to, we hope
to consider the following bills under
suspension of rules:

H.R. 1428, the Voter Eligibility Ver-
ification Act; H. Con. Res. 202, the
Daycare Fairness for Stay-at-Home
Parents; and, S. 927, the National Sea
Grant College Program Reauthoriza-
tion Act of 1997.

Mr. Speaker, we hope to conclude
legislative business for the week by
early afternoon on Thursday, February
12. Friday, February 13, marks the be-
ginning of the President’s Day district
work period from which the House will
return on Tuesday, February 24.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
for yielding me this time.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, reclaim-
ing my time, could the gentleman clar-
ify two points for me? On the return
date of Tuesday the 24th, can the gen-
tleman enlighten us on when we can
expect the first vote on that day?

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Speaker, there
will be no votes until after 5 o’clock.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman.

Finally, the gentleman said that on
February 12, which is Thursday next, I
think, we will meet at 12 for legislative
business?

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Speaker, 10
o’clock for legislative business.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman.

f

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON
WEDNESDAY NEXT

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the business
in order under the Calendar Wednesday
rule be dispensed with on Wednesday
next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Illinois?

There was no objection.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 1997, and under a previous order
of the House, the following Members
will be recognized for 5 minutes each.

f

A MATTER OF TRUTH

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. WOLF) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I want to
take a moment to speak on what has
been happening in the country lately.
It is not about impeachment of the
President or prosecution of the Presi-
dent; it is about what is on my mind
and my conscience.

First of all, for all the clamor in the
press and on radio and TV about alle-
gations swirling around the President,
there has been a blanket of silence on
the part of many who ought to provide
commentary on the moral tone of this
country. And I am not sure why there
has been this silence. Perhaps there is

a ‘‘do not rock the boat’’ feeling. Times
are good and let us just sweep this
under the rug and not focus on the
moral aspects of this.

Perhaps the talk of impeachment and
prosecution, which I think have been
gotten out there too early, may have
preempted those who might have felt
obligated to comment on the moral
issue and its impact on the leadership
of the country.

Their reluctance was not evident in
earlier cases. The young woman who
flew the Air Force B–52s. The military
general passed over for Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs. The Tailhook scandal,
which touched a number of senior Navy
officials. Charges against a former Sen-
ator who resigned. A Supreme Court
nominee and a Presidential candidate
and others brought a tidal wave of
comment from every corner of Amer-
ica.

In America, a person is innocent
until proven guilty. But we are not
talking about a court of law. We are
talking about right and wrong.

We must give the President the bene-
fit of the doubt. But let us not say that
these things do not matter, because
they do. They are at the very heart of
honor, integrity, character and leader-
ship.

What a person does in private affects
the type of person he or she is in pub-
lic, and a leader has an obligation to
take responsibility for his or her ac-
tions and not try to explain them away
or blame others.

If, indeed, we have lost the capacity
to distinguish vice from virtue, if we
believe that private behavior has no
public consequences, if we believe that
our Nation’s leaders do not have to be
good or moral and righteous men and
women who live by the truth, then we
abandon the very heritage of this Na-
tion.
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I believe America ought to expect
more from its leaders, and I think most
of the American people agree. If, as has
been the case for ages, kids want to
grow up to be President of the United
States, then like it or not the person
holding that title has a special respon-
sibility, and we have every right to
hold him or her accountable to that
duty.

Saying Americans do not care just
does not wash with me. Truth is some-
thing we have always honored in this
country. We teach our children from an
early age to be truthful. George Wash-
ington’s birthday is coming soon, and
we have long told the story about him
admitting to cutting down the cherry
tree, where he said, I cannot tell a lie.

When any President takes office,
there is an implied promise that he or
she will level with the people, that he
or she will be honest with them. A sol-
emn bond of trust has always existed
between the President and its people.
And it must always be that way. Every
President has an obligation to tell the
whole truth. If Richard Nixon had told
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the whole truth and had asked the
American people for forgiveness, I be-
lieve he would have been forgiven.

Today there is a pall of doubt over
the Presidency. Not being forthcoming
with whatever the truth may be leaves
doubt about the bond of trust between
the President and the people and keeps
open the question of fitness to serve in
high office. The only way America can
put this behind us once and for all is to
be assured that when the President
speaks, he is telling the truth. I hope
this President can give this assurance.
If President Clinton tells the American
people the whole truth and needs for-
giveness, I believe he will be forgiven.

But let us remember, all of us, all of
us err and make mistakes, including
me. No one, not one is perfect. But for
forgiveness and healing to take place,
there must first be confession and
truth, and then we can move on.
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Washington (Mrs. LINDA
SMITH) is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mrs. LINDA SMITH of Washington
addressed the House. Her remarks will
appear hereafter in the Extensions of
Remarks.)
f

HONORING KAREN SUE NOBUMOTO

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms.
MILLENDER-MCDONALD) is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD. Mr. Speaker,
I rise today to commemorate a remarkable
woman from the 37th District of California:
Karen Sue Nobumoto. Ms. Nobumoto is an
exceptional leader in the field of law within the
African American community and the Los An-
geles area. She has inspired young lawyers
and law students throughout her long history
with the John M. Langston Bar Association,
and has dedicated her life to giving back to
her community. As she completes her one
year term as President of the Langston Bar
Association, I would like to take this oppor-
tunity to recognize her long list of achieve-
ments.

Ms. Nobumoto received her Bachelor of Arts
degree in Political Science from the University
of Hartford in West Hartford, Connecticut in
1973. She continued her studies at South-
western University School of Law in Los Ange-
les, where she obtained her Juris Doctorate
degree in 1989. Throughout her years at
Southwestern University, Ms. Nobumoto
served as an active student leader. She was
the President of the Black Law Students Asso-
ciation and Vice-Dean of the Delta Theta Phi
Law Fraternity.

Ms. Nobumoto has served on the board of
directors of the John M. Langston Bar Asso-
ciation continuously since 1987. In 1988, she
received the President’s Special Recognition
Award and received the same award again in
1996. She served as the first student Section
Chairperson and worked with the past presi-
dent to institute the Langston Law Student Ca-
reer Day and Mentor Program. She also man-
aged the Law Student Scholarship Program in

1990 and succeeded in increasing the scholar-
ship funds distributed to African American law
students over the past seven years.

Perhaps more important than this long list of
achievements, is Ms. Nobumoto’s unyielding
determination and strong commitment to leav-
ing no stone unturned when it comes to plan-
ning the critical path to success. She has at-
tended every Langston board meeting and
monthly meeting and represented the
Langston Bar Association at over sixty-five dif-
ferent events throughout this past year. In ad-
dition to her work for Langston, Ms. Nobumoto
is a hardworking Trial Deputy in the Office of
the District Attorney in Los Angeles. She has
also served on the Ethnic Minority Relations
Committee of the State Bar from 1987 to 1990
and was the Vice-Chair of the Committee from
1989 to 1990. In 1990, she was also elected
to a District 7 seat on the California Young
Lawyers Association Board of Directors.

Clearly, Karen Nobumoto’s commitment to
carrying forward the tradition of service and
leadership that defines the Langston Bar As-
sociation has made her one of the greatest
Presidents to serve Langston. I am honored to
know Ms. Nobumoto and wish her the best of
luck as she pursues a position on the State
Bar Board of Governors. Karen Nobumoto is a
shining example of what it means to lead, to
educate and to truly make a difference for the
generations of today and tomorrow.
f

A RESOLUTION TO PROTECT
WINNIE THE POOH

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. LOWEY) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
introduce a resolution to protect
Winnie the Pooh and his friends from
being taken away from their safe and
comfortable home at the New York
Public Library. For 10 years Winnie the
Pooh has held court in the New York
Public Library, delighting millions of
New Yorkers. But in recent days a
member of the British Parliament has
been expressing her intention to take
them away from their home.

As a mother of three and a grand-
mother of two, I am determined to
keep Winnie the Pooh right where he
belongs in New York City. Quite frank-
ly, the British have their heads in a
honey jar, if they think they are tak-
ing Winnie the Pooh out of New York
City.

Mr. Speaker, Christopher Milne, son
of the creator of Winnie the Pooh and
the real life model for Christopher
Robin, gave his blessing to the New
York Public Library’s display of his
childhood friends before his death 2
years ago. Winnie the Pooh, Tigger,
Eeyore, Kanga and Piglet belong in
New York, and this resolution will en-
sure that they stay there.

H. CON. RES. —

Whereas Winnie-the-Pooh, Tigger, Eeyore,
Kanga, and Piglet have lived safely and com-
fortably in a climate-controlled, bulletproof
case at the New York Public Library for ten
years.

Whereas they bring happiness to the 750,000
people who visit them each year.

Whereas Christopher Milne, the model for
Christopher Robin, gave his blessing to the
New York Public Library’s public display of
his childhood friends before his death.

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That the Congress of the
United States expresses its strong support
for the residents of Pooh Corner to remain at
the New York Public Library.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. FOLEY) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. FOLEY addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extension of Remarks.)
f

THE FUTURE OPPORTUNITY AND
WELL-BEING OF OUR CHILDREN
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under

the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 1997, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. RIGGS) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the major-
ity leader.

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I want to
take this opportunity to address the
House under special orders on a topic
that I think is of really paramount im-
portance to our country, and that is
the future opportunity and well-being
of our children. I rise to talk today a
little bit about our congressional, by
that I mean House and Senate, Repub-
lican agenda for improvement of our
schools, to ensure that every American
child, especially those that come from
disadvantaged back-
grounds, socioeconomically disadvan-
taged backgrounds, has access to a
high quality education and the kind of
skills training that can unlock the fu-
ture for that young person.

I have had the opportunity on many
occasions, as many of the Members of
this House have, to have my children
accompany me to work sort of a dad
takes daughter to work day. I have had
my young daughter Sarah Anne, who is
11, going on 21, I think, at times, with
me here on the House floor. And it has
been a wonderful experience. It has
given her an opportunity to see first-
hand what I do as an elected Member of
Congress. It has helped her not only
better understand what I do, but it has
helped her, I think, become a more re-
sponsible young person in her upbring-
ing.

I can harken back a few years ago,
when I first was elected to Congress,
and the Sarah who is now in the fifth
grade back then was in the second
grade. And on the first day of school as
the boys and girls were going around
the classroom, when it came her turn
to say what mom and dad do for a liv-
ing, she piped up very proudly, my dad
is FRANK RIGGS. He runs for Congress.
Well, as they say, out of the mouths of
babes. Since then, as I mentioned, she
has come to have a far better under-
standing of what I do and what the pur-
pose is of the Congress as our National
Legislature.

I think our primary purpose, our
most important objective has got to be,
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as I said before, the future of our chil-
dren. They are all our children. They
are, they represent our hopes, our
dreams, our common mission. I am
here today out of concern for, address-
ing the House under special orders out
of concern for her future and the future
of her generation, and for that matter
a generation of children yet unborn.

I want to talk about how the children
of tomorrow can receive a better edu-
cation today and what we might do in
the remaining months of this legisla-
tive session of Congress over the course
of this year, between now and the tar-
geted final adjournment of this Con-
gress in early October.

But before I get into that, as I was
talking about my daughter Sarah
Anne, I also harken back to my days as
a local Little League and school board
president. I had the dubious distinction
of serving in both capacities at the
same time, and I like to tell my col-
leagues that if they really want to
know what politics are all about, they
should try being both a Little League
president and a school board president
at the same time.

There is an old saying that was, I be-
lieve, coined by a former Speaker of
the House of Representatives, Tip
O’Neill, who said that all politics are
local, and it does not get any more
local than being Little League presi-
dent and school board president at the
same time.

So I sort of jokingly have made that
statement, but quite seriously, if you
want to know what politics are all
about, forget about matters of war and
peace and life and death, which we
sometimes have to confront out on the
House floor, and try dealing with the
responsibilities of being Little League
president and school board president at
the same time and a constituency of
many, many parents who do not at all
times necessarily agree with the offi-
cial positions of a little league or a
school board.

I can say though that that experience
has taught me that there is that shared
concern about children. Everyone is
concerned about their own children ob-
viously, and there is a larger concern
that many times extends to all chil-
dren in the community, and while I
personally do not agree with the phi-
losophy that it takes a village to raise
a child, because that seems to shift the
responsibility for raising that child
from the parents, the immediate fam-
ily, to a larger and more amorphous in-
stitution known as a community or a
village, and too often puts the trust
and responsibility for raising children
in government instead of where it prop-
erly belongs with those parents in that
particular home, I can again say that
we all have concerns about our chil-
dren and want to create obviously a
better future for our children. That is
what brings us together as concerned
citizens and as leaders in our respec-
tive communities, whether it be a posi-
tion of elected leadership or whether it
be some other position of leadership as

perhaps through civic affairs or busi-
ness involvement.

I am going to talk a little bit about
our children. The first thing I want to
address since there is some very real
concern about the future of Social Se-
curity, the first thing I want to men-
tion is that this Congress over the
course of last year and the previous
Congress, which represent about 31⁄2
years to date of a Republican control of
the Congress, this Congress and the
past Congress have made some tremen-
dous strides in creating a better future
for our children and fulfilling our
promises to the American people. We
have adopted a balanced budget, and as
the President told the country the
other night in his State of the Union
address, we are on the verge of realiz-
ing that goal, and we are really on the
verge of seeing the Federal Govern-
ment for the foreseeable future gener-
ating a budget surplus, not a budget
deficit, a budget surplus here in Wash-
ington. In fact, the current trend line
projections for the Federal budget indi-
cate surpluses, not deficits, surpluses
as far as the eye can see. That is very
encouraging news, and we are going to
have a debate that will commence this
year and continue again for the fore-
seeable future in terms of how to best
utilize that budget surplus.

We have lowered taxes, especially
through a $500-per-child tax credit for
hard-working, overburdened families,
families, the median family income tax
burden in America today being roughly
38 percent of that family’s income, 38
percent going to taxing authorities at
all levels, Federal, State and local. We
have taken the first steps again to
lower the tax burden on families, espe-
cially families with dependent chil-
dren, under the theory that those fami-
lies deserve to keep more of what they
earn, and they are in a far better posi-
tion to determine how to spend that
money to benefit or to benefit their
children and to create a better future
for their children than any Federal
Government bureaucracy back here in
Washington.

We have also overhauled welfare.
That reform is helping millions of our
fellow Americans move from welfare to
work. Many of those are single mothers
that struggle against heroic odds, and
by improving the quality of life for
welfare recipients as they make that
transition from welfare to work, we are
also obviously creating a better future
for the children of those households.

But we do have a long ways to go in
terms of improving the future for our
children. I mentioned briefly education
reform. But we also are looking now at
fundamental reform of the Tax Code. In
my view, we have to have campaign fi-
nance reform at the Federal level be-
cause if we really want to change the
way we govern, we have to change the
way we campaign for office.

And we need entitlement reform or
reform of the entitlement programs,
the so-called old age entitlement pro-
grams of Social Security and Medicare,

if we want to make sure that those pro-
grams are preserved and strengthened;
that is to say, to make sure that they
are financially solvent well into the
21st century.
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Now, House and Senate Republicans

do have a real plan for Social Security,
and I make reference to a commentary
that was written in the Washington
Times by Senator TRENT LOTT, the
Senate majority leader, and he points
out in this article that we are attempt-
ing to bring about fundamental re-
structuring of the Social Security pro-
gram. His commentary begins by say-
ing the President says he wants to talk
about Social Security.

Talking is the easy part. Doing the
right thing is another matter. Let us
review the Clinton record. For 5 years
the President has talked about entitle-
ment reform, but almost all progress
has come from a congressional coali-
tion of Republicans and centrist Demo-
crats. True, the President passed incre-
mental Medicare and Medicaid changes
in 1993, but unlike our more recently
enacted reforms, his bill made no at-
tempt at structural spending changes;
in other words, fundamental overhaul
of these programs, and instead relied
on raising taxes to temporarily shore
up those programs.

In 1994, the President proposed, as I
think we all now know, a Federal Gov-
ernment, a big government takeover of
health care. Setting aside the obvious
demerits of subjecting one-seventh of
the economy to government price con-
trols, his plan would have created mas-
sive new entitlements and accelerated
government spending. At the same
time, however, the bipartisan Entitle-
ment Commission, chaired by Demo-
cratic Senator ROBERT KERREY, Sen-
ator KERREY of Nebraska, concluded
that the present spending trends for
the old age entitlement programs, So-
cial Security and Medicare, are
unsustainable.

The President ignored the Entitle-
ment Commission and its chairman,
but the newly elected Republican con-
gressional majority did not. We passed
structural Medicare and Medicaid re-
forms in 1995, only to have them be ve-
toed and demagogued by the President.

The White House’s demagoguery was
supplemented, as we now know, by tens
of millions of dollars in union-funded
attack ads that were targeted at in-
cumbent Republicans around the coun-
try, including myself in the 1996 elec-
tions and, unfortunately, made Medi-
care a partisan campaign issue in 1996
and turned it into just another politi-
cal football, another partisan ‘‘he said,
she said’’ type of argument. However, 1
year later, in a nonelection year, last
year, 1997, the President signed reforms
that were very similar to the ones that
he had vetoed and demagogued for over
a year. He signed similar reforms into
law.

Now, early last year both a Federal
commission and Alan Greenspan con-
cluded that the Consumer Price Index
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overstates increases in the cost of liv-
ing by about 1 percent. Senator LOTT
then proposed appointing a panel of
technical experts to correct these
flaws. However, again, the President
and many congressional Democrats,
backed by the labor unions and some of
their other special interest allies, re-
fused to address this problem, reinforc-
ing this impression out there, this
stereotype, that entitlement reform
continues to be the third rail of Amer-
ican politics; that if one goes anywhere
near it as an elected official they just
might get electrocuted, in a political
sense that is.

Last year the other body, the Senate,
passed historic Medicare reforms, in-
cluding raising the Medicare eligibility
age and means testing premiums for
more wealthy beneficiaries. And, in my
view, they deserve a lot of credit for
those actions. They also demonstrated
a bipartisan willingness to make politi-
cally difficult choices in the interest of
our children and in the name of their
future.

U.S. News and World Report called it
the Senate’s magic moment and won-
dered whether the President would get
on board. Well, the news that I share
with my colleagues and the American
people today is the President never
even got near the boat.

Now, we do have a newly created
Medicare commission, which was origi-
nally supposed to report in early 1999
to the Congress. To avoid having to ad-
dress Medicare in the State of the
Union address, next year’s State of the
Union address, the White House has
proposed that the commission postpone
their report to March. That would
mean, if that comes to pass, that the
President has ducked yet another op-
portunity to really exert presidential
leadership and make a difficult choice
on this most vexing issue.

Medicare is the second largest enti-
tlement, and it will grow $88 billion
over the next 5 years, more than total
Federal Government spending, more
than total Federal taxpayer spending
on crime, education and the environ-
ment combined. Yet the President pro-
poses what we feel is a tremendously
irresponsible expansion of the Medicare
program for early retirees and refuses
to allow seniors to use their own
money to pay a doctor.

Of course, he knows in making that
proposal, which he mentioned last
Tuesday night, or a week ago Tuesday
night in his State of the Union address,
he knows that that expansion will be
popular because he is offering a politi-
cal goody, another entitlement, if you
will, to a demographic group with a
high voter turnout; upper income peo-
ple in their 50s and 60s, who could af-
ford to retire early and buy into the
Medicare program.

His proposal, however, would benefit
only the wealthiest beneficiaries and
would encourage employers to dump
older workers and early retirees into a
government program.

So in the name of entitlement re-
form, the President raised tax employ-

ees to reduce the deficit, ignored the
entitlement commission, he has
demagogued both Medicare and Medic-
aid, he has refused to consider the Sen-
ate bipartisan proposal to fix the Con-
sumer Price Index problem which over-
states the annual rate of inflation, he
has rejected the bipartisan Medicare
beneficiaries reforms, and he has now
delayed the Medicare commission.
That is not true presidential leader-
ship.

On top of all that, he now proposes to
expand the second largest entitlement
program, yet says he wants to reform
the largest. He proposes to expand
Medicare at the same time he is talk-
ing about reforming Social Security.
Why should the American people be-
lieve him? And I am going to have
more to say later on the President’s
trustworthiness.

So we have a tremendous challenge
ahead in terms of entitlement reform.
It is one of the chief pieces of unfin-
ished business in this Congress and, in
my view, will be probably confronting
the next Congress, when we consider
that just over the horizon, the chal-
lenge that lies just over the horizon, 75
million baby boomers will begin retir-
ing around 2008.

That happens to be my generation. I
admit it. I am one of the baby boomers.
We have to address this problem and
we have to adjust our programs for the
aging, the graying of the American
population. If we fail to do that, then
these programs which constitute the
social safety net in America are, in my
view, in real jeopardy, especially for
those who are most dependent upon
these programs in their retirement,
low income individuals, many of whom
have to rely on a fixed income to make
ends meet.

So the challenge for this Congress,
and it is a bipartisan challenge, is how
can we convince the President that we
are willing to tackle Social Security
and Medicare reform on a serious and,
I would hope, nonpartisan basis. We
have the proposals out on the table.
And as Senator LOTT, Majority Leader
in the Senate, points out, we really do
need to have, and as Speaker GINGRICH
has said, we really do need to have an
adult conversation about reforming
and preserving Social Security in this
country.

We believe that Americans want
more than talk; that they have a right
to expect more than talk from their
elected officials when it comes to enti-
tlement reform, and that the onus is
now on the President to close this
enormous credibility gap that is cre-
ated by the discrepancy between what
he says on the one hand and what he
has done on the other with respect to
entitlement reform, because, as we all
know, actions speak louder than words.

So entitlement reform is a critical
issue facing this country. We also know
that the time has come to make a com-
mitment to fundamentally reforming
the Tax Code. The current Federal in-
come tax system is economically de-

structive. It is inconsistent with the
principles of a free society, and many
of us are joining together in this Con-
gress to work towards the enactment
of a new, simple and fairer system that
would apply a single low rate of taxes
to all Americans. We want to move
from the present system of taxation to
a simpler, flatter, fairer Tax Code and
tax system and a single rate of tax-
ation for all Americans.

We want to continue to provide tax
relief for working Americans. And
when we consider all the abuses that
have come to light from recent hear-
ings here in Washington and the hear-
ings that many of us have had in our
congressional districts around the
country, we want to protect, do a bet-
ter job of protecting the rights of tax-
payers against tax collection abuses by
the IRS.

I also believe, going back to the
theme and the importance of creating a
better future for our children, that we
have to eliminate the bias in our
present Tax Code against savings and
investment. It is one of the perverse in-
centives that riddles American life
when we consider that we have a Tax
Code and a tax system that continues
to promote consumption and spending
over savings and investment. If we can
eliminate that bias, if in fact we can
emphasize savings and investment, we
can reduce the tremendous strain that
is going to be placed on those old age
entitlement, the old age retirement
programs, the Social Security and
Medicare that I just mentioned a mo-
ment ago, when the baby boomer gen-
eration reaches retirement age.

So tax reform, entitlement reform,
campaign finance reform, education re-
form are all critical in terms of the
challenges facing this Congress and fu-
ture Congresses as we look at the fu-
ture and try to create more oppor-
tunity and more security for our young
people.

I think it is safe to say that congres-
sional Republicans want to take this
country to a new level of freedom and
opportunity through less taxes and
more choices for families by improving
our schools. And we are going to be
looking at a number of educational
proposals that are now pending before
the Congress.

I happen to chair the education sub-
committee in the House of Representa-
tives, the so-called Subcommittee on
Early Childhood, Youth and Families,
and we are moving forward on a num-
ber of fronts right now. We had a very
successful legislative year last year, a
very ambitious year, where we passed
legislation to improve the education of
children with learning disabilities and
special needs, to expanding vocational
education and technical training op-
portunities for those young people who
are not college bound or who, if they go
to college, may not complete college,
so that they actually have employable
skills that they can market in the real
world of business and private enter-
prise.
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We have passed legislation that will

encourage States and local school dis-
tricts to create more independent pub-
lic schools. These are called charter
schools. And this is a very simple con-
cept where local schools, and by local I
mean that individual school is given a
great deal of freedom and autonomy to
experiment in education and to make
improvements and innovations.

Charter schools are, to date, a very
successful experiment in decentraliza-
tion and deregulation in public edu-
cation. And based on the early results,
charter schools have led to an increase,
an improvement in pupil performance
at those charter schools. And that is
really the bottom line.

Charter schools are also a step, a
milestone, I guess we could say, on the
road to creating full parental choice in
public education today. I happen to be-
lieve that parents should be given the
full range of choice among all compet-
ing institutions; that parents, as the
consumers of education, the people who
pay the majority of taxes for public
education, should be empowered to se-
lect the school and the education that
is most appropriate for their child, and
that no one is better positioned, better
able to make that decision regarding
that child’s welfare and the schooling
that is appropriate for that child than,
obviously, the parent or parents of that
child.

I am encouraged that we are moving
forward with charter school legisla-
tion. The Senate, the other body, has
indicated that they are going to be
taking up our charter school legisla-
tion in the context of their very com-
prehensive education plan, which they
are calling the BOKS legislation, the
Better Opportunities for our Kids and
Schools Act, and the acronym, as I
mentioned, is BOKS. So I am pleased
that they are recognizing that Federal
taxpayers and the Federal Government
have a role in expanding charter
schools.

b 1515

I want to quote to my colleagues
from an article in the Weekly Standard
edition of December 8, 1997, in an arti-
cle that was written by David Brooks,
the senior editor of the Weekly Stand-
ard, where he says that,

The early evidence suggests that these tax-
supported independent schools, charter
schools, run by their own boards, their own
board of trustees, their own governing board,
within the public system raised student
achievement. Moreover, if the country is
going to shift eventually to a voucher sys-
tem,

this is the idea where parents would
have tuition scholarships through tax-
payer funding to select the school, the
education that is appropriate for their
children.

Moreover, if the country is going to
shift eventually to a voucher system, it
will first have to pass through a char-
ter phase so that when choice prevails
there will be a variety of independent
schools to choose from. Charters can

prove to the public that alternatives
exist to a centralized system and so lay
the intellectual groundwork for vouch-
ers.

So I am pleased again that we are
going to be moving forward on charter
school legislation over the coming
months in the Second Session of Con-
gress.

However, charters are just one form
of empowering parents through choice,
just one way, if you will, of infusing
competition and great accountability
into the education system in America
today.

There are several other forms of edu-
cation choice, including tax credits, as
have been implemented in certain
States. Minnesota, under Governor
Carlson, immediately comes to mind.

I mentioned tuition scholarships, or
vouchers. We are going to be looking
again at opportunity scholarships for
underprivileged District of Columbia
children here in the next few weeks, fo-
cusing specifically on those children
who are attending unsafe and/or under-
performing schools.

And, of course, Senator COVERDELL
and Speaker GINGRICH have also pro-
posed the ideas of education savings ac-
counts where parents could contribute
after-tax dollars to an IRA, an Individ-
ual Retirement Account, for education
purposes and then make withdrawals
tax-free for any education expense, in-
cluding education expenses associated
with their child attending a private
primary or secondary, a private ele-
mentary or high school. So we are
moving forward aggressively on ex-
panding educational choice in this
country and empowering parents.

Now, I do have a couple other things
to mention in the area of education.

I mentioned that House and Senate
Republicans are working on a com-
prehensive measure to improve edu-
cation that would allocate money to
better train teachers and parents to
teach reading.

We are also looking at another pilot
program for vouchers for low-income
students that would be patterned after
our legislation for the District of Co-
lumbia but would potentially allow
other school districts, primarily urban
school districts, to pursue the idea of
vouchers on a pilot basis to see if, in
fact, those vouchers, those tuition
scholarships, increase or improve pupil
performance and give parents a way
out of failing school districts.

And I just cannot stress how impor-
tant that is. Because I personally be-
lieve that our country could not afford
to lose another generation of urban
schoolchildren.

So we are going to be pursuing a
voucher pilot in school districts around
the country.

We mentioned charter schools. We
are also looking at legislation that
would require that the great majority
of Federal taxpayer spending for edu-
cation go down to the classroom level,
down to that local school district, and
from there to that individual school,

and from there into the classroom,
hopefully, to pay someone who knows
that child’s name.

The idea is very simple. We want to
get the most bang for the buck. We do
not want the money continuing to be
siphoned off for bureaucracy at the
Federal or State or even, for that mat-
ter, local district school level. We want
to drive it down locally into that class-
room to pay someone who knows that
child’s name, under the theory that
those dollars should follow the child.
And, again, we are going to be looking
at legislation that would test teachers’
skills and provide them with merit pay
raises.

I personally believe that the teaching
profession is a missionary calling. It is
one, quite honestly, where I think that
if we are honest and admit that we can-
not afford to pay the very best teachers
what they are truly worth and, con-
versely, anything that we pay to a bad
teacher is probably too much. But I
think we have to understand how im-
portant the teaching profession truly
is.

It has been said that a teacher can
affect eternity because they never
know where their influence on that
child might end. So we are going to be
looking at a way, again, where we can
assist and enhance the teaching profes-
sion and where we can encourage more
accountability and more incentive in
the teaching profession.

So we are moving forward on a num-
ber of fronts in education aggressively,
making it the top legislative priority
for the Republican congressional Ma-
jority.

However, we are not going to do as
the President has discussed, which is
attempt to finance a bunch of new Fed-
eral education programs out of the fu-
ture anticipated revenues resulting
from a settlement of the tobacco class-
action lawsuit against the States. It
would be foolish. It would be unwise. It
would be imprudent. It would be some-
thing that we would not do in our lives,
in our homes or in our businesses, to
spend money before we actually have
it.

Our education proposal will be fully
paid for. It will not involve new Fed-
eral spending. It will not involve rais-
ing taxes. It will not rely on the pre-
sumed revenues from the tobacco set-
tlement.

We believe that one of the ways that
we can pay for our education spending
is to take all of these categorical pro-
grams that are housed back here in
Washington, they are located primarily
in the Department of Education, but
they are spread, to be honest about it,
spread about the whole Government
bureaucracy, they are administered by
a number of different Federal depart-
ments, agencies and commissions, and
take those programs and consolidate
them into a block grant to State and
local school districts.

The savings that result by reducing
bureaucracy here in Washington can go
a long ways towards helping to pay for
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education initiatives. So I want to
make sure that I stress that our Fed-
eral education programs, as we prepare
for a debate on the fiscal year 1999 Fed-
eral budget, we will be having a debate
out here on the House floor in the com-
ing weeks on a budget resolution, and
once we adopt a budget resolution that
sets the Federal spending limits for
1999 fiscal year, we will then be debat-
ing the 13 annual spending bills for the
Federal Government that effectively
implement the Federal Government.

But I want to emphasize that we are
not going to go back to smoking mir-
rors budgeting. We are not going to
rely on money that we do not have and
may never

receive here in Washington.
In fact, the gentleman from Texas

(Mr. ARMEY), the Majority Leader, who
has been a real leader in education re-
form both in the Congress and in the
District of Columbia public schools and
in other States and communities
around the country, a catalyst, a
change agent for fundamental reform
and improvement of our schools, he has
said as recently as just a couple days
ago something that kind of laid out the
parameters for what the Republican
congressional Majority will accept
with respect to tobacco legislation.

Majority Leader ARMEY said that the
President wants to use the tobacco
deal and about $65 billion in antici-
pated revenues that may not result
from the tobacco deal, the tobacco
class-action lawsuit settlement, as a
cash cow, that is the Majority Leader’s
term, to pay for a sweeping array of do-
mestic programs. And he made it very
clear that we are not going to accept
that position.

The Majority Leader also said that if
there is congressional action on to-
bacco legislation that it will be action
to use the money for the correct and
primary purpose of preventing teen
smoking; it will be focused on preven-
tion and cessation initiatives and on
health care research. Because, after all,
we have to remember that the tobacco
class-action lawsuit filed by the States
against the tobacco companies is to re-
cover the cost that taxpayers in those
States that both State and Federal
taxpayers have incurred through
spending on the Medicaid program for
tobacco-related illnesses.

So we want to put the money into
teen smoking initiatives, anti-smoking
initiatives, and in biomedical research.
And our health care initiatives, I be-
lieve, have tremendous bipartisan sup-
port as we concentrate more money
through the National Institutes of
Health on research into the causes and
prevention of cancer-related illnesses.

That is where we are going to spend
the money. We are not going to go
back into smoking mirrors budgeting
and start making budgeting decisions
over the coming year, over the coming
months, that is predicated on the set-
tlement of this lawsuit and the receipt
of millions or billions of dollars to the
Federal Treasury when, in fact, those
funds may not materialize.

Now, the other thing I want to say
about the President’s initiatives is,
quite simply, that he seems well-inten-
tioned. I do not doubt the President is
sincere when he talks about trying to
improve education, and I tend to agree
with him that partisan politics ought
to stop at the schoolhouse door when
we talk about education and improving
schools.

However, I also hasten to add that
the President seems to want to con-
centrate, when he talks about edu-
cation, wants to concentrate more and
more power and authority, more of the
dollars and the decision-making re-
sponsibility for education here in
Washington. And I do not think that is
the way to go; and I know that senti-
ment is shared by many, many of my
fellow Republicans, my congressional
colleagues, as well as many Repub-
licans around the country.

I do not think it makes sense at a
time when we are trying to bootstrap
improvement of our schools, at a time
when we are trying to encourage more
responsibility and accountability in
education, which, after all, has to
occur at the local level, right at that
individual school site level, which,
again, is keeping with the long-stand-
ing American tradition of local control
and decentralized decision-making edu-
cation. Given that, I do not think it
makes sense to try to create more and
more programs here in Washington and
invest more and more authority in the
United States Congress and in the Fed-
eral Government bureaucracy.

It does not make sense to constantly
nationalize and federalize these initia-
tives when, in fact, we ought to be
working to reduce bureaucracy here in
Washington in order to get more re-
sources and more decision making au-
thority out there to States and to the
local school districts where it will do
the most good.

I do not think, whether we are talk-
ing about national testing, as we were
debating on the House floor earlier
today, or any other of the President’s
new education proposals, to turn the
Congress of the United States into
some sort of national school board.

We want, again, to decentralize the
funding and decision making in edu-
cation. We respect the autonomy and
the authority of that local school dis-
trict.

I am a former school board member
myself, served 5 years on my hometown
school board including two terms as a
school board president. I have the
greatest respect for those people who
were there sort of on the front lines of
education, if you will, and who are
making those sort of policy decisions
on a daily basis in their local commu-
nities. They also are far more account-
able to the people who elected them,
their constituents, than we could ever
be.

I go back to what I said earlier about
serving as school board president and
Little League president in the same
year. I literally could not go anywhere

in my home community, could not go
into the corner grocery store without
encountering a constituent. I was in
the phone book. I was accessible.

It is that accessibility that I think is
paramount to improving the quality of
education in America today by increas-
ing the accountability that local
school districts have to the ultimate
consumers of education, parents and
guardians.

That is what we want to create here
in Washington. We want a new edu-
cation paradigm, a paradigm shift, if
you will, where we shift the attention
in education from the providers of edu-
cation, the whole education establish-
ment, to the consumers of education.
Again, the best way to do that is to
give those consumers the right to
choose the education that is most ap-
propriate and best suits their child.

So I wanted to kind of quickly touch
a little bit about where I see the Con-
gress going.

I mentioned the Social Security
problem. That is a problem not just for
the baby-boomers, as I mentioned in
my remarks, but for the children of the
baby-boomers, the so-called echo-
boomers.

Because if we do not take steps, obvi-
ously, to reform Social Security struc-
ture now well into the next century so
it is solvent when the baby-boomer
generation reaches retirement age, it
obviously will cease to exist in subse-
quent years when the children of those
baby-boomers, the echo-boomers, reach
retirement age.

So it is critically important we ad-
dress education reform, tax reform, en-
titlement reform, and I would hope
again entitlement reform.

But as critical as all those issues are,
I want to talk about one other issue in
my special order. That is the impor-
tance of moral leadership in America
today. Because everything that we
might say or do from a policy stand-
point pales to the personal example
that we set as elected decision makers,
as elected office holders.

With the possible exception of the
clergy, I do not think that there is a
position of greater public trust than
holding elective office. I am afraid
that, too often, we have wandered away
from that realization.

I am pondering this today because,
earlier today, this morning, we had the
National Prayer Breakfast. While it ap-
pears that our country is sailing along
on a polite course and enjoying peace
and prosperity in a booming economy,
underneath that veneer is a struggle
going on for the soul of America. There
is a moral crisis occurring that under-
scores the importance of ethical and
moral leadership in America today.

Again, I stress this because that lead-
ership, that kind of ethical and moral
leadership is what forms the bond, if
you will, between elected officeholders
and the people who really obviously
have the true power in a representative
democracy.
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I am very distressed about the events
that have been occurring back in Wash-
ington over the last few weeks, and I
have to say, as I turn to this subject, I
have to say at the beginning that I
cannot find the explanations that have
been coming out of the White House,
all the political advisers with their
spin, lawyers, the First Lady, and even
the President, I cannot find that or-
chestrated and concerted effort credi-
ble. It is not credible to me.

When I look at the compelling, even
overwhelming circumstantial evidence,
with daily revelations, I have to con-
clude that the President has not lev-
eled, has not been honest, with the
American people, and I want to say
quite sincerely that I think that de-
ceit, that stonewalling, is jeopardizing
the President’s tenure, and I think
really imperils his Presidency.

I cannot for the life of me understand
why the—and I said this a week ago
when matters first came to light—I
cannot understand for the life of me
why the President has not stepped for-
ward and put this matter to rest, ad-
dressed head on the allegations that
have been swirling around, particularly
if he was sincere and honest when he
looked at the camera, stared at the
American people in the face and said
there was nothing to these particular
allegations.

In fact, I am looking at the Presi-
dent’s quote from an article in Roll
Call, which is the Capitol Hill news-
paper from last Thursday, or Thursday,
January 22, when he was asked by a re-
porter, you said in a statement today
that you had no improper relationship
with this intern. What exactly was the
nature of your relationship with her?

This is the President’s verbatim an-
swer: Well, let me say the relationship
was not improper, and I think that is
important enough to say. But because
the investigation is going on and be-
cause I don’t know what is out—what
is going to be asked of me, I think I
need to cooperate and answer the ques-
tions.

Now, I couldn’t agree more. There-
fore, I cannot understand the deafening
silence that is coming out of the White
House.

The President goes on to say, I think
it is important for me to make it clear
what it is not. And then at the appro-
priate time, I will try to answer what
it is. But let me answer, it is not an
improper relationship, and I know
what the word means.

I don’t know when the appropriate
time would be, but I don’t think that
the President and the country are well-
served by continuing to stonewall and
deny on this issue. I think the appro-
priate time for the President to address
these allegations would have been at
the outset of this whole controversy,
when the allegations came to light. I
can only conclude that by failing to ad-
dress the allegations, which the Presi-
dent promised the American people he
would do, that that then suggests that

there is far more to this whole con-
troversy than what the President has
told the American people.

Now, let me also make clear that this
is not about some sort of sexual rela-
tions, in my view. This is all about
lying and obstruction of justice. This is
all about the fundamental responsibil-
ity, going back to that bond, if you
will, that covenant, between the elect-
ed officeholder and the people that he
or she represents, and in the case obvi-
ously of the President, that is all the
American citizens, all American peo-
ple. This is about, again, moral leader-
ship and setting the right example and
teaching our children and future gen-
erations through that example.

I have to be honest and say again
that I am really dismayed by this con-
troversy and concerned that with every
passing day there is a real problem, a
real potential, rather, that this coun-
try may become paralyzed by this par-
ticular scandal or controversy, and
that it could then potentially impede
the ability of this body, the United
States Congress, to carry out its very
important work in facing the chal-
lenges that confront us as a country as
we try again to create that better fu-
ture with more opportunity for our
children.

Now, this is another Capitol Hill pub-
lication called The Hill, dated January
28th, and I want to share these words,
because I think it underscores the mag-
nitude of what we are talking about
here.

It goes on to say, ‘‘Even if the,’’ and
they use the term ‘‘Arkansas Houdini,’’
‘‘Even if the President escapes from his
latest crisis and serves out his second
term, the Clinton presidency as we
have known it is over. His undeniable
character flaws, which his family and
friends and the voters have been will-
ing to turn a blind eye to in the past,
are now glaringly obvious, and have
cost him dearly in terms of the moral
leadership and public trust that are a
President’s greatest asset.

‘‘Americans are willing to forgive
their elected officials almost any sin as
long as they tell the truth.’’

We cannot countenance not telling
the truth. We cannot countenance
lying and deceit and stonewalling and
covering up. We cannot do that, be-
cause if we do that, we destroy the fun-
damental trust between the elected of-
fice holders and the American people,
and we contribute to this widespread
cynicism and apathy in American soci-
ety when it comes to political partici-
pation and making your voice heard
and your vote count.

It contributes to this alienation and
distance that too many American peo-
ple feel from their government, their
representative government, and their
elected representation.

The Hill goes on to say, ‘‘We do not
believe that President Clinton has done
that in the present case, and we don’t
know if he will or is enable to, without
exposing himself to charges of perjury.
As a result, he must explain and justify

the all too human failings that he man-
aged to conceal from the American
people, even as he has persuaded them
to entrust him with the highest office
in the land.

‘‘Until he does that, it will be impos-
sible for him to exert the kind of moral
leadership that is the true mark of
Presidential character. As it is, he has
forfeited the right to expect the Amer-
ican people to cut him any more slack.
He has,’’ and these are The Hill’s words
now, this publication, ‘‘He has dis-
graced and degraded the Presidency
and betrayed his family and friends, his
party and his country. His legacy is
now uncertain and his journey across
that bridge to the 21st Century is
fraught with peril.’’

And it is fraught with peril, because
I also harken to the words of a very re-
spected political commentator and
widely syndicated columnist, David
Broder, who wrote in the Washington
Post on January 21, ‘‘The controversy
surrounding the President is especially
disturbing and potentially dangerous,
because international affairs are slip-
ping from his control. Saddam Hus-
sein’s defiance of U.S. policy and UN
weapons inspection teams is becoming
more brazen,’’ although I do believe
since Mr. Broder wrote these words
that in large part, because of the Re-
publican leadership of the Congress ral-
lying to the President’s side, we have
been able to bring Hussein more into
check.

Broder goes on to write, ‘‘After the
rebuff Congress handed President Clin-
ton last year by denying him Fast
Track trade authority, he faces a dif-
ficult struggle for approval of the funds
he wants to commit to stabilizing trou-
bled Asian economist, and Bosnia looks
more and more like a place that will
keep U.S. and NATO forces he en-
meshed for years.’’

I do not necessarily agree with his
take on world events, but I think his
primary point is that we have a num-
ber of potential flash points around the
globe, we have these brush fires that
could really heat up and become a con-
flagration in different parts of the
world, and we need a President who can
exert his Presidency and use his bully
pulpit to the fullest. To do that, again,
he has to have, as The Hill suggested,
the moral leadership and the public
trust.

So I am profoundly disturbed by
what has been going on and the fact
that, from all appearances, this is
going to become a typical Washington
scandal, where the President is going
to try to hang on as long as possible,
attempting to basically divert public
attention from this particular issue,
rather than, again, confront the truth
and level with the American people, be-
cause I just do not find him, again, be-
lievable or credible when he looked at
the American people, looked that cam-
era in the eye, and denied any relations
with this young 21 year old intern.
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The other fundamental question here

is, really, doesn’t America deserve bet-
ter? I really believe the American peo-
ple deserves better leadership than
what we have had from the President,
and the only way we can get that par-
ticular leadership is, again, for the
President to level and tell the truth.

The truth is really paramount. This
is an article that was in the San Diego
Union Tribune back in December, and
it was a column that says, ‘‘Give a
child integrity for Christmas.’’ And it
talks about the sense of integrity is
the most important gift that we can
give our children. So how do we teach
them?

Then it goes on to quote a Professor
of Ethics at the University of San
Diego by the name of Larry Hinman
who says that he thinks about this
question a lot, and certainly it has
been on my mind constantly in recent
days.

Professor Hinman says he struggles
every day to teach integrity to his 5
year old daughter. Then it quotes him
as saying, ‘‘If I talk about integrity
with my child and don’t practice it, I
will actually undermine her sense of
integrity, so I try to practice what I
preach. If I tell her no shouting, I try
my best to follow my own mandate,
and I don’t shout. Keeping promises to
her is also a part of integrity. She al-
ways remembers if I make a promise,
and if I don’t deliver, she is quick to
point it out.’’

So I really believe that, again, par-
ticularly to those of us who hold a po-
sition of public trust, that we should be
held to a higher standard, and the only
way that we can meet or even exceed
that standard, is to try to demonstrate
integrity and honesty in our every deed
and in all our words.

Again, I hope that this somehow this
particular matter can be resolved, but
I worry that we are, by perhaps turning
a blind eye, by going along with the po-
litical spin, we are sending exactly,
precisely, the wrong message to our
young people about the importance of
honesty, integrity and moral leader-
ship. We have got to, as a Nation, if we
want to I think really rediscover, or re-
cover, our greatness and fulfill our des-
tiny as the greatest Nation in the his-
tory of the world, as the leader of the
world as we enter the 21st Century, we
have got to rediscover basic American
values like honesty, integrity and mo-
rality, and we have to regain really a
sense of moral outrage when people
play fast and loose with the truth.

So, again, this morning we had the
National Prayer Breakfast back here in
Washington, and this is actually a ser-
mon that was published in the paper
earlier this week by an Episcopalian
priest or minister in Falls Church, in
Northern Virginia, just across the Po-
tomac River.

In this sermon he said, ‘‘Let us pray
this week that at the National Prayer
Breakfast, that our leaders would expe-
rience a spiritual and moral renewal,
whereby they aspire to the stature of a

monarch whose highest concern is obe-
dience to God and the well-being of our
Nation; that they would be men and
women who would have the courage to
refuse to speak anything other than
the truth.’’

He goes on to say, and I think this is
really the most important lesson we
can teach our children as they develop
character, as they begin to realize the
importance of personal integrity and
honesty in all of their words and ac-
tions, he goes on to say, ‘‘Truth mat-
ters. Truth matters, and character
matters. It matters for the well-being
of our Nation. One day all truth will be
revealed when we stand at the final
judgment of God, and those who have
the courage to walk in and speak the
truth now will not be ashamed at that
final day. Whatever is true, St. Paul
says, think on that. The truth, Jesus
said, will free us. The truth matters in
the lives of our children, our homes, at
church, and in Washington.’’

I submit to my colleagues if it mat-
ters in your house, it certainly ought
to matter in the White House.
f

b 1545

EDUCATION AND SCHOOL
CONSTRUCTION

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ROGAN). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentlewoman from Califor-
nia (Ms. SANCHEZ) is recognized for 5
minutes.

Ms. SANCHEZ. Mr. Speaker, edu-
cation, education, education. I sit on
the Committee on Education and the
Workforce. Now, Mr. Speaker, it is in-
teresting to hear so many people this
year talk about education. In particu-
lar, when I see some of them were the
ones who were cutting the school lunch
program for our children just a few
years ago. And I remember that, be-
cause I sat on the other side of the tel-
evision watching and hearing what was
being debated. Today, when we were
talking about national standards,
something we had already resolved last
year, I thought, this is not doing any
good for our children. So let us talk
about issues that really matter to our
children.

For example, school construction.
Now, this past couple of months, every
weekend when I have gone back to
Anaheim and Santa Ana and Garden
Grove, the areas and cities that I rep-
resent, I have been visiting schools. In
fact, I have probably visited almost 60
elementary and secondary schools in
my district. And since I went through
the public school system in Anaheim, I
have gone back to many of the same
schools that I graduated from. Indeed,
one of the biggest reasons that I ran
for Congress was because I wanted the
children in Anaheim to receive the
same type of education that I had re-
ceived 25 years earlier.

Well, the biggest problem we have
right now back home is that our chil-
dren have no classrooms in which to

study. In fact, I visited an elementary
school patterned exactly the way my
elementary school was patterned. The
same floor plan, where a teacher was
holding class in what used to be the
broom closet for the janitor of our
school or, for example, I took a look at
the classroom that was made from the
breezeway because we used to walk
through a silent tunnel to get from one
set of classes to the other when I went
to school, and now, doors have been
slapped on the sides and this too has
been turned into a classroom. And I
held a forum just a few weeks ago in
my district with minority leader GEP-
HARDT and JUANITA MILLENDER-MCDON-
ALD, a former public school teacher in
California, and we listened to parents
and to children and to school adminis-
trators talk about what it feels like to
be in an elementary school built for 500
with 1,100 children attending; with 23
permanent classrooms and 27 portable
classrooms on the playground, on what
used to be basketball courts, on the
grass areas, and our children are going
year-round to school. Even in Ana-
heim, we are contemplating such a
shortage of classrooms that we will
now be considering in July double ses-
sions, which means our children could
go to school early in the morning and
be late getting out in the dark, for ex-
ample.

So it becomes even more important
to address the issue of school construc-
tion, and we are trying to do that. I
have introduced a Rebuild America’s
Schools Act, which would require local
parents, teachers, taxpayers, to take
the responsibility of building new
classrooms, and we would help them by
giving them tax credits for the interest
paid on bonds they would have to pay,
they would have to pass in order to
build new schools.

Individuals would have to take local
responsibility to ensure that children
have a place to study, but we need to
help them. And in California where we
are growing by 5, 6, 10 percent a year in
the number of children who attend
schools, we must find a solution. I hope
that the bill that I have here in Con-
gress now will become law. It is pat-
terned after a program we already have
on the books, one which we passed in
August. Mr. Speaker, it is not just
urban city children who need help. It is
children in suburbs who also have
many attendees in their school dis-
tricts, it is children that I represent. It
is not just at-risk kids who we must
talk about, because all of our children
are at risk right now. They are at risk
when one child is hungry in the class-
room and bothering those who are fed.
They are at risk when there is no band
program in the school. They are at risk
when PE has been taken away because
there is no gymnasium and no money
to build those facilities, and they are
at risk when our children have no play-
grounds because there are portable
classrooms sitting there.

Let us really talk about what mat-
ters to our children.
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SUNDRY MESSAGES FROM THE

PRESIDENT

Sundry messages in writing from the
President of the United States were
communicated to the House by Mr.
Sherman Williams, one of his secretar-
ies.

f

CENTENNIAL ANNIVERSARY OF
THE SPANISH-AMERICAN WAR

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 1997, the gentleman from Guam
(Mr. UNDERWOOD) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, this
year 1998 marks the centennial anni-
versary of the Spanish-American War.
History tells us that it was fought to
liberate the Cuban people from the
yoke of Spanish colonialism. Histo-
rians and scholars are still debating
America’s true motivation for engag-
ing in a fight between the Spanish em-
pire and its long-held colonial posses-
sions in the Caribbean and in the Pa-
cific. They are still addressing, at least
in an academic sense, the long-term ef-
fects and the many uncomfortable and
the unresolved political issues that are
the aftermath of the Spanish-American
War. For 100 years now, the American
flag has fluttered, both literally and
philosophically, over the spoils of what
has been termed the splendid little
war.

In the months ahead I am sure that
students throughout the Nation will be
introduced to historical anecdotes
which set the stage for the Spanish-
American War in 1898. In the wake of
the Civil War, the U.S. was cementing
its identity not only as a unified Na-
tion of separate States, but also as a
rising power rich in natural resources,
growing and prospering and spreading
the benefits of American democracy
from the Atlantic to the Pacific.
Against this backdrop the plight of op-
posed Cubans and the depravity of a
crumbling European power became rich
fodder for American newspapers. The
Cuban uprising, the sinking of the USS
Maine, Teddy Roosevelt and his Rough
Riders and the charge up San Juan
Hill, are likely to command the most
attention, while the capture of Guam,
the Filipino insurrection, General
Emilio Aguinaldo and his Freedom
Fighters and the Battle of Manila Bay
will certainly not get equal attention.

The Pacific theater of the Spanish-
American War is as colorful and rich in
history as the Caribbean theater, but it
is certainly not as well-known. Even
here in the hallowed halls of Congress,
few understand the 100-year progres-
sion between the arrival of an Amer-
ican warship on Guam in 1898 and the
presence of a Guam delegate in the
U.S. House of Representatives today. It
is ironic, Mr. Speaker, that a war
fought over Cuba and over issues per-
taining to the Caribbean saw its first
strike in the Pacific within a month.

The warship that stopped on Guam,
the USS Charleston, under the com-
mand of Captain Henry Glass, was
transporting American troops to the
Philippines en route from Hawaii. Cap-
tain Glass received orders to stop and
take the island of Guam. The Charles-
ton arrived at Apra Harbor on June 21,
1898, and then, at that time, Guam was
part of the Spanish empire, pretty
much underfunded and pretty much
forgotten within the realm of the Span-
ish empire.

What then was the U.S. interest in
Guam in 1898 that a warship should be
detoured from its intended course and
ordered to take possession of what was
a run-down Spanish garrison and its
ill-informed commanders? Well, alas,
like the declining Spanish empire, the
emerging U.S. empire wanted a foot-
hold on Asia’s doorstep. Under Amer-
ican rule, Guam was converted from a
reprovisioning port for Spanish gal-
leons to a cooling station for naval
ships, American naval ships. And while
seemingly undramatic, this conversion
reverberates with profound effects to
this very day.

The Spanish-American War ended in
December 1898 with the signing of a
peace treaty in Paris. The Treaty of
Paris ceded Guam, Puerto Rico and the
Philippines to the United States and
charged Congress with determining the
civil rights and political status of the
innovative inhabitants of these areas.
A few days after the signing of the
treaty on December 23, President Wil-
liam McKinley placed Guam under the
full control of the Navy, ordering the
Secretary of the Navy to ‘‘take such
steps as may be necessary to establish
the authority of the United States and
give it the necessary protection and
government.’’ Once again, Guam, like
in the previous 200 years, was given
over to military rule.

Like their Spanish predecessors, the
American naval officers who were as-
signed to Guam lamented the lack of
adequate funding for support of a naval
station, but they managed to build
some roads and schools and raise some
health and educational standards, and
improve the lives of the Chamorro peo-
ple. After more than 100 years of ne-
glect under Spanish rule, the people of
Guam were grateful for the improve-
ment in their lives and hopeful for a
bright and prosperous future under
American rule. In fact, so eager were
they to prove themselves worthy new
members of the American household
that in the interim, which lasted al-
most a year, in the interim between
the removal from Guam of all Spanish
government officials as prisoners of
war and the arrival of Guam’s first
American naval governor, the people of
Guam attempted to establish their own
civilian government patterned after
the American model under the leader-
ship of Joaquin Perez. Guam’s first
naval governor arrived in August 189
and the naval government of Guam
began to take shape in the months that
followed. In its efforts to erase every

vestige of foreign rule and establish
America’s presence and influence, the
naval government imposed many new
rules and regulations. Its orders were
unilateral and beyond question. Its
rule was strict and often clumsily rac-
ist, and still hoping to secure the bene-
fits of American democracy for Guam,
a group of island leaders drafted a peti-
tion in 1901 asking Congress to estab-
lish a permanent civilian government
for Guam, one that would enable the
people to mold their institutions to
American standards and prepare them-
selves and their children for the rights,
obligations and privileges as loyal sub-
jects of the United States, and one
which would remove the yoke of mili-
tary government over Guam. That pe-
tition was not adhered to until 49 years
later.

Mr. Speaker, 100 years ago the United
States acquired Guam from Spain and
established a military government of
Guam. Now Guam was considered at
that time a possession of the United
States, and there is still much confu-
sion as to what these small territories
are in actual practice. Sometimes the
term ‘‘possession’’ is used, sometimes
the term ‘‘territory,’’ sometimes a
‘‘protectorate,’’ and as a ‘‘position,’’ as
if it were a thing to be owned and
moved around. But in reality, the ac-
tual term and the appropriate legal
term, which is also a part of the legacy
of the Spanish-American War, is ‘‘unin-
corporated territory of the United
States.’’

An unincorporated territory of the
United States means that we are owned
by the United States, but we are unin-
corporated. We are not fully a part of
the United States. Until we change
that status, congressional authority,
congressional plenary authority, re-
mains in full effect and the Constitu-
tion applies to Guam only to the ex-
tent that Congress sees fit to apply it
to Guam. That is what happens when
something is a territory; the Constitu-
tion applies to all American citizens,
except in the territories when Congress
decides which parts of the Constitution
apply.

b 1600

One of the main elements of great
discussion about political theory today
and the appropriate relationship be-
tween the Federal Government and the
local government is the use of the 10th
amendment of the Constitution where
certain powers are reserved to the
States or to the people.

We frequently hear references to the
10th amendment on the floor of the
House in order to describe the appro-
priate relationship between the Fed-
eral Government and State govern-
ments and individual citizens. The con-
cept of devolution in those cases used,
as a core article, obviously draws its
faith from the full application of the
10th amendment. However, the 10th
amendment is not applied to Guam or
any of the small territories as decided
by Congress.
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It was not until after World War II,

and during which Guam suffered an
horrific occupation by the Japanese,
with the passage of the Organic Act
that Guam was called an unincor-
porated territory. And the Organic Act
of Guam is the governing document, is
the basic law of Guam, and it simply
means the organizing act of Guam.

For 50 years, the Navy was the pri-
mary instrument of government over
Guam and the commanding officer of
the naval station was also the Gov-
ernor of Guam. The commander of the
Marines was the head of the Depart-
ment of Public Safety. The Navy chap-
lain was automatically the head of the
Department of Education. This was the
system of government which existed on
Guam for the first 50 years after the
Spanish-American war.

Under naval rule, political participa-
tion was very limited for island resi-
dents. A Guam Congress was author-
ized, but it was entirely advisory in na-
ture. Certainly unlike any of the citi-
zens of the 50 States, or even the Dis-
trict of Columbia, the citizens of Guam
do not enjoy all the full protections of
the U.S. Constitution. And by being
and remaining an unincorporated terri-
tory in its current form, the U.S. has
broad powers over the affairs of Guam
and ultimately the future of the
Chamorro people of Guam.

After the passage of the Organic Act
in 1950, Guam had a civilian govern-
ment under the U.S. flag. And in 1970,
Guam was authorized the right to elect
its own governor. Here we are 100 years
later and we still have not solved the
final political status situation for
Guam.

It is ironic that in this, the 100th
year of the commemoration of the
Spanish-American war, there are really
two remnants of that war which cry
out for attention. Those are Guam and
Puerto Rico. So it is a very difficult
time for those two areas, and I cannot
speak for Puerto Rico, but I can cer-
tainly speak for Guam, that it is a very
difficult item for us to try to relate to.

How do we seek to commemorate
1898? In 1898, we had a flag raising on
Guam. Implicit in that flag raising was
the promise of the fulfillment of Amer-
ican democracy. One hundred years
later, that promise has yet to be ful-
filled.

How Guam commemorates the 100th
anniversary of 1898 will be, in many re-
spects, a measure of how Guamanians
who are today U.S. citizens, see them-
selves as a society.

The other areas that were a part of
the process of the Spanish-American
war, namely Cuba and the Philippines,
as political projects are complete. But
Puerto Rico and Guam are not com-
plete. Guam remains one of the two
last pieces of the puzzle of 100 years
that has come from the Spanish-Amer-
ican war. And it is interesting to note
that when Spain lost the Spanish-
American war, Spain had claims not
only to the Philippines but throughout
much of the central Pacific; all of the

islands in Micronesia, including the
Northern Marianas, much of the Caro-
line Islands, Palau, Yap, Ponape,
Chuuk and Kosrae.

And even though America had the op-
portunity to inherit those claims, it
chose not to and it only took one is-
land out of the whole Micronesian re-
gion and that island was Guam. The re-
maining islands were then sold by
Spain to Germany. Then, after World
War I, those islands became a part of a
League of Nations mandate that was
given over to Japan. After World War
II, those islands were then given as a
United Nations trust territory over to
the United States.

All of those islands have had their
political status resolved by today.
Three freely associated governments,
the Republic of Palau, the Republic of
the Marshalls, and the Federated
States of Micronesia and the new Com-
monwealth of the Northern Marianas
all came out of those islands which the
United States chose to ignore in 1898.
It makes one think that perhaps had
Guam been ignored at that time, by
this time today we would have our po-
litical status fully resolved.

It is ironic that those who have been
most associated with the United States
in the Pacific are those who have wait-
ed the longest to see their political
dreams fulfilled.

Because Congress is constitutionally
mandated to make all of the decisions
regarding the territories, and please
bear in mind that we are talking about
very small units, it is particularly in-
cumbent upon this body to examine
Guam’s quest for political status
change.

Now, in the year 1998, in the 100th an-
niversary of the centennial, now is an
appropriate time to take a look at the
issue of Guam’s political status and its
quest for commonwealth.

I would also like to focus upon an-
other issue which is directly related to
the centennial celebrations. As we cel-
ebrate in the United States the centen-
nial of the Spanish-American war, the
people of the Philippines will celebrate
the centennial of their Declaration of
Independence.

The Philippines declared its inde-
pendence in 1898 but did not actually
achieve it until 1945. And although
most of us recognize 1898 as the begin-
ning of our long relationship with the
Republic of the Philippines, I think it
is most unfortunate that I believe a
majority of Americans today are un-
aware of the dynamics and the nature
of our initial relationship with the
Filipinos.

F.E. Warren Air Force Base in Chey-
enne, Wyoming, a former Army post
occupied by Army Indian fighters,
plays host to historical artifacts that
are becoming a concern to more and
more Americans and is already a con-
cern to many, many Filipinos. I am re-
ferring to a couple of church bells
taken from a Catholic church in the
Philippines by members of the 11th In-
fantry in 1901. Known to many as the

‘‘Bells of Balangiga,’’ which have be-
come the center of a century-old con-
troversy which have placed the people
of the Republic of the Philippines and
many of the residents of Cheyenne, Wy-
oming, at odds.

The people of the Philippines have
repeatedly requested the return of the
bells, and they would particularly like
to have them back for their 100th anni-
versary celebration of this year of their
declaration of independence from
Spain. Several residents of Cheyenne,
however, have expressed strong opposi-
tion to this request.

On November 7, 1997, I introduced H.
Res. 312, a resolution urging the Presi-
dent to authorize the transfer of the
ownership of one of the two bells cur-
rently displayed at F.E. Warren Air
Force Base to the people of the Phil-
ippines. My purpose here is neither to
glorify any of the actions taken nor
condemn any of the atrocities commit-
ted at the time the bells were taken,
but to shed light upon and clarify the
issues behind the Bells of Balangiga.

At the onset of the Spanish-Amer-
ican war in 1898, the American fleet
under George Dewey was ordered to at-
tack the Spaniards at Manila Bay. Ad-
miral Dewey and E. Spencer Pratt, the
American consul in Singapore, con-
vinced Filipino rebel leader, Emilio
Aguinaldo, to ally his troops with the
Americans, indicating that independ-
ence would probably be granted to the
Philippines.

After Spain’s defeat, however, it be-
came evident that the Americans never
intended to recognize the legitimacy of
the Philippine republic declared in
1898. Aguinaldo, whose troops lacked
the arms and discipline required to di-
rectly engage Americans in combat,
issued a proclamation calling upon
Filipinos to employ guerrilla tactics
against Americans. The next few years
saw a war which engendered much con-
troversy in this country, but which is
not well understood today, in which
4,200 Americans and an estimated
220,000 Filipinos lost their lives. Need-
less to say, atrocities were committed
on both sides.

Mr. Speaker, 4,200 Americans died
subduing the Philippines. In the course
of the entire Spanish-American war,
including the charge up San Juan Hill,
only 398 Americans died in battle. But
in subduing the Philippines over the
next few years, 4,200 Americans died.

One particular example of the trag-
edy of the so-called Philippine insur-
rection occurred in the island of
Samar. In September 26, 1901, rebels
disguised as women smuggled weapons,
mostly bolos, past inattentive sentries.
While preparing for breakfast, the
townspeople simultaneously attacked
and killed Members of the Ninth Infan-
try ‘‘C’’ Company. Reinforcements
were sent through the 11th Infantry
and, in retaliation, Brigadier General
Jacob Smith ordered every village on
the island of Samar to be burned and
every male Filipino over 10 years of age
to be killed.
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Evidence suggests that the priests at

Balangiga rang the town’s church bells
every time the American troops were
about to engage in search and destroy
missions. The church bells were most
likely confiscated by American troops
in an attempt to ensure the secrecy
and heighten the efficiency of these
missions.

Three of these bells are known to
exist. The survivors of the Ninth Infan-
try ‘‘C’’ Company took possession of
one bell, which is now in a traveling
collection maintained by the Ninth In-
fantry in Korea. The Eleventh Infantry
also took two bells and a 15th-century
English cannon with them to the U.S.
when the unit was assigned to what
was then Fort D.A. Russell in Chey-
enne, Wyoming.

In 1949, Fort Russell was converted to
the present Air Force base which house
the Bells of Balangiga after having
been left there by the Eleventh Infan-
try. There was a time when the officers
at F.E. Warren wanted to get rid of the
bells. These brass relics have no rel-
evance for F.E. Warren Air Force Base,
which is a missile base. Few people
seemed to know or care about these
bells. That is until the government of
the Philippines asked for their return.

The President of the Philippines, the
current President, Fidel Ramos, first
became interested in the bells as a
West Point cadet in the 1950s as he at-
tended the U.S. Military Academy.

In the late 1980s, as defense minister,
Fidel Ramos sought the help of his U.S.
counterpart, former Wyoming U.S.
Congressman Dick Cheney, who was
then the Secretary of Defense.

For the 50th anniversary of Phil-
ippine’s independence from the United
States in 1996, the matter was brought
to President Clinton’s attention. How-
ever, these efforts, along with those of
many others, including mine, have fall-
en on deaf ears. It seems that a vast
majority of the people involved have
made a decision that, instead of being
on the right side of this issue, they
would certainly rather be on the safe
side.

It is true that there has been some
vocal opposition against the return of
the bells. However, this opposition may
not fully understand the events of the
past.

Although the insurrection cost the
lives of American soldiers, let us not
forget that the U.S. sent troops to the
Philippines in 1898 in order to subdue a
country that wanted to be independent.
Let us also not forget that, later on,
these very same people and their de-
scendants suffered, fought, and died
fighting with our troops for a common
cause in the battlefields of Bataan,
Corregidor, Korea and Vietnam, mak-
ing the Philippines the only Asian
country that has stood with the United
States in every conflict in this cen-
tury.

For almost 100 years, the Philippines
has been our closest friend and ally,
and in the name of friendship and co-
operation it would only be fitting and

proper for the United States to share
the Bells of Balangiga with the people
of the Philippines for their centennial
celebrations.

Still, there are a number of veterans
groups in Wyoming vehemently oppos-
ing the return of the bells, claiming
that by doing so a sacred memorial
would be desecrated and dismantled.
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I beg to differ. Although Filipinos
and the majority of the people with
whom I have come into contact feel
that both of the bells should be re-
turned, a proposed compromise offered
by the Philippine Government calls for
the United States and the Republic of
the Philippines to share the bells. The
bells will be recast and duplicates
made. The United States and the Phil-
ippines will each keep one original and
one duplicate, and the Philippines Gov-
ernment has even offered to absorb all
of the costs involved. H. Res. 312 would
facilitate this proposal.

I assure everyone that this com-
promise would not in any way dese-
crate or dismantle the memorial at
Trophy Park. What we presently have
at F.E. Warren is a century-old re-
minder of death, suffering and treach-
ery, brought about by vicious guerrilla
warfare in a highly misunderstood con-
flict. By having the bells and dupli-
cates both in the Philippines and in
Wyoming, this solitary memorial will
be converted into fitting monuments
located on both sides of the world,
dedicated to the peace, friendship and
cooperation that have since existed be-
tween the American and the Filipino
people.

The memory of those who perished,
both Americans and Filipinos, will
then be associated with a compromise
of peace and friendship, cemented 100
years after they volunteered to travel
halfway around the world to seek and
secure this same peace and friendship
from the people of Asia and the Far
East. We have the world to gain and
nothing but silly pride to lose.

My grandfather, from whom I got my
name, although I am a native of Guam,
James Holland Underwood, was a ma-
rine who served during the Spanish-
American War prior to being mustered
out on Guam. His brother and my
namesake, Robert Oscar Underwood,
was also a veteran of that war. He
served in the Philippines during the
time of the Philippine insurrection. I
am sure that these men would under-
stand and support the concept of hav-
ing national symbols such as the Bells
of Balangiga unite us and not divide us,
those of us who care about independ-
ence and democracy and freedom for
peoples around the world. Had they
been alive today, I am sure that they
would applaud my efforts because they
will surely realize that the Bells of
Balangiga would always mean more to
the Filipinos than they could ever
mean to us.

Sharing the Bells of Balangiga with
the Filipinos is the honorable thing to

do. It is the sensible thing to do. It is
the right thing to do.

On behalf of a growing number of
people who have expressed their sup-
port, I urge my colleagues to cosponsor
H. Res. 312.
f

A FURTHER TRIBUTE TO THE
HONORABLE RONALD V. DELLUMS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. GIB-
BONS). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Maine (Mr.
ALLEN) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, this is the
last day for one of our most distin-
guished Members, RONALD DELLUMS,
who has represented Oakland, Califor-
nia, for almost 27 years. Yesterday or
the day before there have been some
tributes to RON DELLUMS. There were
so many Members who wanted to step
up and speak their piece that some of
us simply ran out of time. I did not
want to end today, have Mr. DELLUMS
retire or for myself for me to go home
without saying a few words on his be-
half.

I am a freshman on the Committee
on National Security on which he has
been the former chairman and now the
ranking member for the Democratic
Party. In the course of my experience
with RON DELLUMS on the Committee
on National Security, I have been
struck by several things. He is a rank-
ing member who has been always care-
ful to make sure that he takes part of
his time and allocates it to newer
Members. He has forgone questioning
witnesses on his own to make sure that
new Members have a chance to ask
questions themselves. Throughout his
management of that committee,
throughout his management of the mi-
nority, he has been very careful to
show respect for others because he
cares for others.

Today when he spoke here in the well
of the House for the last time, he
talked about learning the lessons of pa-
tience and the lessons of humility dur-
ing his 27 years here in the House. He
treated us all consistently with re-
spect, and those who heard his remarks
today will understand how much he
values this House and how much he
values its traditions.

I will also cherish some of my private
conversations with RON DELLUMS. Dur-
ing one of those conversations, we
talked about something that Martin
Luther King, Jr. once said. Reverend
King once said, the most radical action
that anyone can take is to assert the
full measure of his citizenship, to as-
sert the full measure of his citizenship.
When I go back to Maine and I talk to
people in Maine and I want to encour-
age them to participate in civil soci-
ety, when I want to encourage them to
do everything that they can to partici-
pate in this political process, I use that
quotation, and I cannot think of any-
one who better exemplifies the full par-
ticipation of his citizenship than RON
DELLUMS.

As a freshman Member when I go
back to Maine, I am often asked what
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I think of other people in this Cham-
ber, how I regard other Members of
Congress, how they stack up. And sev-
eral times in the last few months peo-
ple have said to me, is there anyone in
Congress that you regard as truly
great? My answer has always been the
same: RON DELLUMS. RON DELLUMS is a
truly great man. This Chamber will
miss him.
f

REPORT OF COMMODITY CREDIT
CORPORATION FOR FISCAL YEAR
1995—MESSAGE FROM THE PRESI-
DENT OF THE UNITED STATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following message
from the President of the United
States; which was read and, together
with the accompanying papers, without
objection, referred to the Committee
on Agriculture:

To the Congress of the United States:
As required by the provisions of sec-

tion 13, Public Law 806, 80th Congress
(15 U.S.C. 714k), I transmit herewith
the report of the Commodity Credit
Corporation for fiscal year 1995.

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.
THE WHITE HOUSE, February 5, 1998.
f

ANNUAL REPORT OF NATIONAL
ENDOWMENT FOR THE HUMAN-
ITIES—MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following message
from the President of the United
States; which was read and, together
with the accompanying papers, without
objection, referred to the Committee
on Education and the Workforce:

To the Congress of the United States:
I am pleased to present to you the

1996 annual report of the National En-
dowment for the Humanities (NEH),
the Federal agency charged with fos-
tering scholarship and enriching the
ideas and wisdom born of the human-
ities. The agency supports an impres-
sive range of projects encompassing the
worlds of history, literature, philoso-
phy, and culture. Through these
projects, Americans of all walks of life
are able to explore and share in the
uniqueness of our Nation’s democratic
experience.

The activities of the NEH touch tens
of millions of our citizens—from the
youngest students to the most veteran
professors, to men and women who sim-
ply strive for a greater appreciation of
our Nation’s past, present, and future.
The NEH has supported projects as di-
verse as the widely viewed documen-
tary, The West, and research as special-
ized as that conducted on the Lakota
Tribe. Small historical societies have
received support, as have some of the
Nation’s largest cultural institutions.

Throughout our history, the human-
ities have provided Americans with the
knowledge, insights, and perspectives
needed to move ourselves and our civ-

ilization forward. Today, the NEH re-
mains vitally important to promoting
our Nation’s culture. Not only does its
work continue to add immeasurably to
our civic life, it strengthens the demo-
cratic spirit so essential to our country
and our world on the eve of a new cen-
tury.

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.
THE WHITE HOUSE, February 5, 1998.
f

AGREEMENT BETWEEN GOVERN-
MENTS OF UNITED STATES AND
REPUBLIC OF POLAND CONCERN-
ING FISHERIES—MESSAGE FROM
THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES (H. DOC. NO. 105–211)

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following message
from the President of the United
States; which was read and, together
with the accompanying papers, without
objection, referred to the Committee
on Resources and ordered to be printed:

To the Congress of the United States:
In accordance with the Magnuson-

Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act (16 U.S.C. 1801 et seq.),
I transmit herewith an Agreement be-
tween the Government of the United
States of America and the Government
of the Republic of Poland extending the
Agreement of August 1, 1985, Concern-
ing Fisheries Off the Coasts of the
United States, with annexes and agreed
minutes, as amended and extended (the
1985 Agreement). The Agreement,
which was effected by an exchange of
notes at Warsaw on February 5 and Au-
gust 25, 1997, extends the 1985 Agree-
ment to December 31, 1999.

In light of the importance of our fish-
eries relationship with the Republic of
Poland, I urge that the Congress give
favorable consideration to this Agree-
ment at an early date.

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.
THE WHITE HOUSE, February 5, 1998.
f

PROPOSED TOBACCO SETTLEMENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from North Carolina (Mrs.
CLAYTON) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, let me
state at the outset that I do not smoke,
nor do I encourage others to smoke.
Children should not smoke, nor should
they be enticed to smoke. I applaud the
President Clinton’s efforts to curb and
ultimately reduce the incidence of
youth smoking in the United States in
the near future.

Tobacco, the mere word, engenders
many strong feelings and opinions in
most Americans and especially in those
of us who serve in Congress. With re-
gard to the pending tobacco settle-
ment, no matter how you feel about to-
bacco, one must view it for what it is,
a legal commodity grown by many
American farmers.

North Carolina grows quite a lot of
tobacco, both burley and flue-cured.
Over 65 percent of the total U.S. pro-

duction is grown in North Carolina of
flue-cured. In fact, my constituency,
the First Congressional District, pro-
duces more flue-cured tobacco than
any other in the Nation. These eastern
North Carolina farmers produced over
225 million pounds in 1995.

These North Carolina farmers, our
tobacco farmers, want the same things
as other Americans, a good quality of
life overall for them and their families,
for their children to have a good edu-
cation, for them to have sufficient re-
sources with which to provide their
families with food, shelter and other
amenities of life, savings for their re-
tirement, a secure environment in
which to live and work, and most im-
portantly, hope for the future.

These farmers, our tobacco farmers,
care about their children as well as
other children in their community, in-
stilling in them the values of honesty
and hard work. Many of them are third
and fourth generation tobacco farmers,
even though some of them must seek
additional employment off the farms as
teachers, business persons, factory
workers and other occupations. Many
of them serve as leaders in their com-
munities, in their schools, in their
churches, in their synagogues and in
other local and civic organizations.

Like other American farmers, like
those in many of your home States,
these North Carolinians prepared their
land, tilled it carefully, planted their
crops, tended their fields, harvested
their yields and marketed their prod-
uct, much like any other commodity
such as corn and wheat. These farmers
are often small family farms. The aver-
age size in North Carolina is 172 acres,
as compared to 491 acres nationally.

Tobacco is one of the main reasons
that small farmers are able to stay in
business because no other crop yields
as much income per acre. Most of these
farmers are unable to find an alternate
crop that provides a comparable in-
come. It would take almost 8 times as
much cotton, 15 times as much acreage
of corn, 20 times more acreage of soy-
beans and 30 times more acreage of
wheat to equal the income of a single
acre of tobacco. Farmers would have to
acquire the land, secure the needed
equipment, purchase the required seed,
fertilizer and pesticides and hire the
labor, undue and perhaps impossible fi-
nancial burdens of acquiring extra
loans and debt, all too often not avail-
able to those socially disadvantaged
farmers or to minority farmers.

The total income impact for North
Carolina was more than $7.7 billion last
year, income that came from a com-
bination of the production, the manu-
facture and the marketing. North Caro-
lina entrepreneurs and employees, all
of those benefit from those resources.
The money earned by farmers and
those employed in tobacco-related
business flow into their communities,
spreading those profits around. It has
been estimated that the agriculture
dollar turns over about 10 times, so 7.7
billion multiplied means there is a pos-
sibility of $77 billion available to rural
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communities providing many neces-
sities and public purposes. Much of
that goes to supply the value of the
taxes that support schools and hos-
pitals. So all of these programs are
interrelated in terms of a quality of
life that is possible in eastern North
Carolina.

The present tobacco program oper-
ates on a no net cost to the Federal
Government and, through the deficit
reduction marketing assessment, actu-
ally contributes an average of $30 mil-
lion a year to the U.S. Treasury. The
continued existence of the program is
vital to the continued ability of to-
bacco farmers to survive in this mod-
ern world of agriculture.

I believe as Congress contemplates
the broad policy implications of the
proposed tobacco settlement, there are
several things we should consider.
First, quota equity must be protected
because land value reflects that cost.
Two, farm income stability must be
preserved in order to protect against
market volatility caused by the settle-
ment. Three, global export market ex-
cess must be preserved. Four, economic
assistance for impacted communities
must be provided along with assistance
for those farmers. All of these must be
considered if indeed we are going to
have a fair and equitable.

Finally, fifth, we cannot ignore the
value it would have of removing these
resources from the classroom for young
children. Therefore, we must find funds
to speak to the needs of our youth de-
velopment. I ask that any discussion
on a proposed settlement as we are
having will continue to include the
consideration of all these factors. And
please understand, as we pursue this
worthy policy, we must also find the
implication it would mean for thou-
sands of tobacco farmers living in my
district.
f
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TRIBUTE TO ROBERT DORNAN

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. GIB-
BONS). Under the Speaker’s announced
policy of January 7, 1997, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. STEARNS) is
recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, it is an
honor and a pleasure to come on the
House floor tonight to speak of my
good friend Bob Dornan, who has been
in the press recently dealing with the
decision by Congress to allow the elec-
tion to go forward in the Dornan-
Sanchez race.

My purpose tonight in coming for-
ward is while Mr. Dornan has been in
the press recently and there has been
some controversy about this particular
election, I sort of share his views, and
I believe in many ways that he should
still be here in Congress. My feeling is
that eagles do not flock together, we
have to find them one at a time. And
Bob Dornan is really one of those out-
standing Americans that should still be
here. He represented the best of this

House, and so I wanted to take a few
moments tonight to talk a little bit
about Bob Dornan.

The hour is late, and many of my col-
leagues are on their way back home to
their districts, and I will be going back
tomorrow, but I thought it appropriate
to come to the House floor and speak
about this great individual, this good
friend, and what I think is an Amer-
ican eagle, one of a kind.

I think many of my colleagues know
his personal history. He volunteered
for pilot training at age 19. Was still in
college and he served as a fighter pilot
in the Air Force from 1952 to 1958. He
served in the Air Force Reserves from
1962 to 1975 and served in the Air Na-
tional Guard from 1958 to 1961. So he is
a true patriot, a person that believes
serving our country is important, and
he is proud of his record and he makes
no bones about the fact that he has
great regard and respect for the mili-
tary and he thinks Americans should
serve their country.

He worked as a civilian combat pho-
tographer. Five of his eight trips to
wartime Vietnam were served in this
capacity. One of the things about this
individual I like the most is he is will-
ing to speak his mind forthrightly.

Many of us saw that great movie
Jerry McGuire, in which Jerry
McGuire is represented as a sports
agent for Rod Tidwell in the movie,
who was a football star. And Jerry
McGuire writes this book which gets
him fired, which essentially says I am
going to tell the truth about what peo-
ple really believe and not what they
say. And this, of course, caused quite a
stir in his sports agency and he was
fired. But he went on to represent with
great compassion Rod Tidwell, and
eventually he was vindicated in the
movie when Rod Tidwell received an
$11.3 million contract when most peo-
ple thought that this professional foot-
ball player would not succeed. But
Jerry McGuire had the faith and cour-
age and, sometimes lack of confidence,
but in the end persevered because he
was willing to put his heart and mind
in the same place; that his spirit and
what he believed in his heart was what
came out when he spoke: sincerity and
honesty.

Bob Dornan is such a man, and he is
to be commended for being willing to
say some things that people will not
say at times. He represented leadership
on the House floor that many of us
commend him for. One of the areas in
which he was particularly articulate
and also a strong advocate was the pro-
life position. He was the original spon-
sor of the Right to Life Act, which
would effectively declare abortion un-
constitutional. He led the fight to end
Federal funding for fetal tissue re-
search at military hospitals and gov-
ernment organizations. He was one of
the strongest pro-life advocates in Con-
gress. He made no bones about that,
and many of us, like myself, agree with
him and look to him for leadership in
that area.

He was also a humanitarian advo-
cate, the former chairman of two im-
portant House subcommittees, the Na-
tional Security Subcommittee on Mili-
tary Personnel and Intelligence Sub-
committee on Technical and Tactical
Intelligence. He gathered and learned
information for his responsibilities
firsthand by traveling around this
globe and visiting areas of engagement
like Central America and Somalia.

He was loadmaster on twelve human-
itarian missions to Africa. Now, a lot
of us might go on these trips to Eng-
land, we might go to France, or we
might go to China and stay at the best
hotels, but not Bob Dornan. When he
went on a trip, he was involved at a
grass roots level and as a loadmaster,
not on one, not on five, not on eight,
but on twelve humanitarian missions
to Africa.

He visited a refugee camp in Hon-
duras as a longtime member of the
Human Rights Caucus consistently.
These were part of his activities. He
opposed excessive cutbacks in defense
spending, especially in California in his
Congressional District. He added an
amendment to the 1994 crime bill that
imposed the death penalty for espio-
nage that leads to the death of U.S.
agents.

The reason I talk about this is be-
cause I have been on a trip with Bob
Dornan, when we went for the 50th an-
niversary of D-Day. This was an ex-
traordinary time. It was bipartisan. We
had 18 Senators and 25 Members of Con-
gress. The delegation was led by Sonny
Montgomery. And what was so extraor-
dinary about this trip was to see some
of these old veterans come back and to
see the emotion and feeling in the peo-
ple of France; how glad they were to
see Americans return 50 years later,
and to have the whole sense of this
great movement in history because of
D-Day and other successes against the
Nazi government.

Most of us went through the standard
procedure for the 50th anniversary and
went and attended most of the func-
tions, and we would come back at 11
o’clock at night and be very tired. One
night when we came back, Bob Dornan
wanted to go out again, and so the
Army was kind enough to provide him
a driver and a jeep and he went out be-
cause he wanted to go to some of the
graves. He wanted to walk and see
some of those young soldiers that died.
He wanted to see their grave sites.

And he did not get back until about
5 or 6 o’clock the next morning. When
we all assembled on the bus the next
morning, Bob Dornan came on time
and talked about the terrific experi-
ence he had, highly emotionalized ex-
perience that went to the core of the
reason we were there, to show respect
and honor for these men who gave their
life for their country and for this mo-
mentous occasion that turned the en-
tire history of the Western Civiliza-
tion.

He has always been a supporter of
higher military pay and benefits, and
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endorsed the investigation of the POW-
MIAs not accounted for in Vietnam. He
initiated the POW-MIA bracelet. Re-
member, all the bracelets all of us
started wearing? Bob Dornan is the one
that initiated this bracelet, worn by
many veterans. He led the charge to
oppose the normalization of relations
with Vietnam until full account of the
POW-MIAs were provided, and he
helped design a program to help to seek
military personnel become teachers.

I mean I have more here that I want
to go on, and we are going to do a spe-
cial order later on for Bob Dornan, but
I was just compelled to come to the
floor and I am joined here with another
distinguished Member of Congress from
California, who is also compelled out of
sheer friendship, out of sheer respect,
out of sheer love for our colleague, Bob
Dornan. The gentleman from San
Diego (Mr. DUNCAN HUNTER) perhaps
knows Bob Dornan better than anyone
else on the House floor, so I will yield
part of my time to the gentleman.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding, and Bob
Dornan is a guy who deserves more
than 15 or 20 minutes of discussion. He
is a guy who deserves days of discus-
sion, because he brought to this House
of Representatives unique qualities
that we had not seen before he got here
and we are not going to see again for
years.

I am a Member of the Committee on
National Security, and I have to tell
my colleagues a story about myself and
Bob Dornan. When I came here as a
freshman and I was competing with a
lot of other people to get on the Com-
mittee on Armed Services, we had one
seat we thought was from California,
from a senior Member retiring. Every-
body who wanted that seat, including
Bob, got up to make their presentation
and tell why they should get that very
coveted committee seat.

When Bob got up, he started to talk
in his own favor. And then he stopped
and he said, you know, actually, we
have this young guy down from San
Diego who was in the military, who
loves the military and loves national
security issues, and I think we should
give this thing to DUNCAN HUNTER. And
he did that when I was a freshman. I
had never seen such an act of generos-
ity, such an act of goodness coming
from a senior member, and I have never
seen it since.

And that was Bob Dornan, a guy who
had just an absolutely great heart. But
beyond that, and the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. STEARNS) knows this well,
Bob Dornan probably had the best
background in terms of all the military
aircraft and all the military equipment
that we look at and analyze in the
Committee on National Security be-
cause he flew everything from the B–2
bomber to the newest Navy trainer.
Bob Dornan was in the cockpit. And
when we had authorization bills com-
ing up, deciding how we would spend
billions of dollars, it was Bob Dornan
who had the hands-on experience with

those pieces of equipment, who was
able to give us little insights into
whether or not these were really good
buys.

Mr. STEARNS. If the gentleman will
yield for a second, I wanted to read
some of the aircraft he has piloted. A
lot of us go out on these field trips and
we look at these aircraft, but Bob Dor-
nan is a little different than most of
us. He has actually piloted some of
these. Of course, he piloted, as the gen-
tleman mentioned, the B–1 bomber,
plus the SR–71 Blackbird, the B–52, the
U–2, the FB–111, the F–15, F–16, the F–
18, the AV–8 Harrier, A–10, F–111F, the
F–5 Tiger and 17 other high perform-
ance fighters.

I mean this is a Congressman that
got involved. He was not a back-bench-
er. He was not somebody that stood by
and said let us talk about the appro-
priations for some of these aircraft. I
want to find out if they operate. I want
to see how well they operate, and I
want to talk to the pilots and the peo-
ple that operate, the repairmen, the en-
listed people, noncommissioned offi-
cers. It is just an extraordinary thing
to realize that this Member of Congress
went out and did those things.

And I yield again to the gentleman.
Mr. HUNTER. And I say to my friend,

he cared not only about what kind of
equipment our military people used,
but he also really cared about those
people.

When we lost the Rangers in Somalia
a couple of years ago, there was one
member of the Committee on National
Security who went out and got into an
aircraft and flew about 20 hours to get
over to Somalia and looked at all the
facts, all the things that had happened,
got debriefed on that tragedy, and then
flew all the way back here and con-
tacted every single member of the fam-
ilies of those Rangers who had been
killed in Somalia. That was Bob Dor-
nan.

And I felt so proud when I heard that
Bob had done that, because that re-
flected so well on us as a Committee on
National Security, the old Committee
on Armed Services, because it is filled
with people who really care about peo-
ple in uniform and Bob had kept that
tradition and kept that legacy going
on.

So while the rest of us were going on
trips to our district and trips overseas
and were doing the work that we do
here when we are in a break and have
a chance to spend time with our fami-
lies and maybe go out and catch up
with a little relaxation time, Bob Dor-
nan was flying in an aircraft for 20
hours straight so that he could get over
to Somalia and let those people know
that wear our uniform and let their
families know that we cared about
them.

When we stand here, we can think of
all these great Bob Dornan stories. I
remember one of the great stories of
the Contra wars, when Ronald Reagan
brought freedom to Guatemala, and
Honduras, and Salvador, and Nica-

ragua, Congressman Jack Buechner
was getting arrested in Nicaragua by
the Sandinistas. I remember, from
what I heard, Bob Dornan went up and
said, listen, if you arrest this Member
of Congress, you have to arrest me,
too.
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And that is how he was.
I remember there was a fight one

time, a little match-up between two of
our Members one time, just off the
House floor. Both of them were about
twice as big as Bob. But it was Bob who
got in between and broke them up. Of
course, the press hated that role for
Bob Dornan because he was a peace-
maker. He was not B–2 Bob; he was a
peacemaker.

But when you flew into a foreign
country and you flew into a place
where a military conflict was taking
place, Bob Dornan had a memory, an
analytic capability with respect to
facts that nobody on this floor has had
before or since. He can give you popu-
lation, he can give you all the various
armed services that that country pos-
sessed, all the weaponry they pos-
sessed. And, similarly, he could totally
analyze the adversary of that particu-
lar country so he could give you, basi-
cally, the match-up on both sides.
What a great asset for this House.

Mr. STEARNS. Further reclaiming
my time, let me take back my time
and return to my colleague.

The gentleman went right into one of
the things that I wanted to mention,
which was his favorite line of scripture.
Because he believes this is what our
military and police officers today do
for us on a daily basis and embodies
the ideal of patriotism that he believes
is so very important. This line of scrip-
ture sort of ties into what my col-
league mentioned when he tried to sep-
arate the Members of Congress when
they got into a little scuffle here. The
line is, ‘‘Greater love than this no man
has than he lay down his life for his
friends.’’

When I think about Bob Dornan’s
willingness to sacrifice—and, as my
colleagues know, his full name is Rob-
ert Kenneth Patrick Dornan. Almost,
when I saw the movie Brave Heart, I
could not help but think of Bob Dornan
because of his spiritedness and his mis-
sion and willingness to go to any
lengths to help his fellow man, not just
on the basis of humanitarian purposes
but on honor and duty and country.

Mr. HUNTER. If the gentleman
would yield further, that reminds me
there was in the last year or so a lot of
talk about ethnic conflict and who Bob
Dornan likes and who he does not like.

I was just reminded when I was in
Salvador with him, that little country,
we were in Salvador during the time
when Jose Napoleon Duarte, that great
leader, democratic leader, in Salvador
was trying to move that country from
its past of military dictatorships to de-
mocracy. What a great scene that was,
the one when they finally had the elec-
tion.
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There was a lot of activity on the

part of the communist guerillas, who
were supplied by the then Soviet
Union, and they were trying to disrupt
the election. A lady stood in line, and
she had blood dripping from her arm.
She had a bullet wound in the arm; and
somebody said, ‘‘Do you want to go to
the infirmary?’’ She said, ‘‘No, I never
had a chance to vote and I am going to
vote.’’ I am reminded of that.

I am reminded of Jose Duarte, one of
Bob Dornan’s real heroes. Bob had a
number of us over to Jose’s house, the
leader of El Salvador, at a time when
he was starting to make that democ-
racy work and he had all these great
hopes for the people of El Salvador. If
my colleagues could have seen and all
the Americans could have seen and the
Hispanic-Americans could have seen
Bob Dornan sitting there with that
great leader, Jose Duarte, and encour-
aging him to continue his fight for de-
mocracy and telling him how much he
admired him and everyone who loved
freedom in that small country that was
beset by so many troubles, I mean,
your hearts would have gone out to
Bob Dornan.

Of course, his other idol, his other
hero, was Cardinal Obando y Bravo,
that brave Catholic leader in Nica-
ragua who dared to stand up to the
communist Sandinistas. He was always
being oppressed by that group, but he
hung in there, and Bob Dornan loved
him for that.

Bob Dornan loved our freedom, and
that is one reason he went to Vietnam
eight times. He went there as a combat
photographer on five different occa-
sions. Nobody else has done that.

My colleague mentioned that Brace-
let, that POW bracelet that so many
people wore. What a great idea that
was. Think of all the hope that that
gave people over the years and comfort
that it gave them. It gave them a feel-
ing, whenever they saw another person
wearing the bracelet, they knew that
this American was in solidarity with
them, that they appreciated their peo-
ple that had been left, the POWs and
MIAs.

I know that bureaucracy came to the
conclusion when the Clinton adminis-
tration felt like it had to recognize
communist Vietnam and they felt like
they had to do that and so they pushed
aside the 800-and-some odd sightings of
POWs that had been reported by boat
people and other folks that had fled
that country. But Bob Dornan, even
when that became an uncomfortable
position for a person in Washington,
D.C., a Washington that wanted to
move over, on to other issues and move
on to the issues of big business doing
business in communist Vietnam, Bob
Dornan held tough.

We can lose a lot of things in this life
and in this political life, but he never
lost his loyalty to an issue or his loy-
alty to his friends. That loyalty was
something that every Member of Con-
gress who walks onto the House floor
should take a lesson from.

Mr. STEARNS. My colleague is cor-
rect there. I would like to reclaim my
time for a moment here to also make
the emphasis that Bob Dornan, while
he had a national agenda and was con-
cerned about the military personnel
and had a humanitarian agenda, he was
also a very wonderful, strong advocate
for his congressional district. This is
an individual that worked hard in his
district, was available, was willing to
listen to anybody at any time.

I just want to talk a little bit about
what he has done in his congressional
district. Because the people might
know Bob Dornan because of the brace-
let. They might know about him be-
cause of his oratorical skills, about his
advocacies for pro-life. They might
talk about his traveling the country
speaking against drugs and violent
crime and child pornography and some
of the social issues. He was willing to
take a stand.

He has won the endorsement and re-
spect from law enforcement agencies
and organizations around the country,
but also, in his congressional district,
the Santa Ana Police Officers Associa-
tion, Latino Peace Officers Associa-
tion, the National Association of Po-
lice Organizations, Crime Victims
United.

But here is just some of the sampling
of the things that he has done for the
46th District, his congressional dis-
trict. He obtained more than $1 million
for the Santa Ana Fiesta Marketplace,
which is very important because it re-
built the downtown Santa Ana neigh-
borhood. He obtained Federal funding
to assist in cleaning up neighborhoods
in Buena Vista from a slum drug and
prostitute area into a clean, drug-free
environment for our kids. This meant
he went down into the district, as-
sessed the situation, and worked hard
to get the Federal funding.

Of course, my colleagues know we
were in the minority at that point. We
were not in the majority. So to have a
Member of Congress to get this Federal
funding back into the district in which
he was in the minority party is impor-
tant to realize.

He assisted in obtaining police hiring
grants to place new police officers in
Garden Grove and Santa Ana. He facili-
tated in the construction of a four-acre
police and fire training center in Santa
Ana. He worked to ensure that the De-
partment of Defense cleans toxic waste
from El Toro Marine Corps Air Station,
included a provision in the Illegal Im-
migration Reform Bill to empower the
cities in the 46th district to apply for
Federal reimbursement for costs asso-
ciated with incarcerating criminal
aliens.

He helped obtain almost $1 million in
Federal funds for Rancho San Diego
College, and he sponsored a breast
health awareness fair in his district.

So, I mean, the list goes on and on of
the achievements in his district on a
local level for the people he rep-
resented. So even though we know Bob
for some of his national agenda, these

achievements are just a sample of what
he has done just for the people in his
district.

Mr. HUNTER. If the gentleman will
further yield, and among those people
were some of the people who were the
most defenseless and the most without
representation; and those, of course,
are unborn children. Today, when we
have the awareness, this growing
awareness, by America that this late-
term abortion, or partial-birth abor-
tion, where a baby is actually partially
born and then killed by the abortion-
ist, that is waking America up to the
horrors of abortion.

Bob Dornan was the advocate for a
lot of little human beings who could
not vote, could not campaign for him,
did not have PAC money. But they
were important for him because he had
a big heart and because of his religion.

You know, we used to have a lot of
fun with Bob. I mean, Bob was a guy
who was an Irishman with a great
sense of humor and a great sense of
fun, and he was great to be with.

But I will tell you, when he was a
first sponsor of the right to life, the
fundamental right to life bill that was
introduced here in the House of Rep-
resentatives, when you had a right to
life issue on the House floor, Bob Dor-
nan was by far the most professional,
most serious legislator I have ever
seen.

He, together with the great HENRY
HYDE and CHRIS SMITH from New Jer-
sey and a lot of the rest of us who are
kind of spear carriers in the battle, he
led that battle. He did such a great job,
because when Bob spoke from the
heart, everybody heard him loud and
clear.

Mr. STEARNS. Well, I think that is
what happens, is that Bob Dornan had
this ability to project issues. Where a
lot of us cannot create the aura and
the rhetoric necessary to bring this
into the people’s mind, he could do
this.

A lot of people would say that, if Bob
Dornan gets ahold of an issue, he does
not let it go. He sort of root hog or die,
sort of the cry that the people had
when they went West from the East in
their covered wagons. They were going
to make it one way or the other. That
is the kind of determination that he
had when he had an issue.

He was a very substantive Member of
Congress. He had issues. He had things
he believed in. You know, I say to my
colleague from San Diego, there is no
use being here. There is no use getting
elected every year if you do not stand
for something. If you come here to go
along and get along, it makes no point.

You are on the board of the directors
of this most wonderful, most powerful
country in the world economically and
militarily. You should not come to this
district and hide. You should come to
this district and point the way, be a
beacon of light, be a light that other
people can see and project what your
ideas should be for all of America.

So I think Mr. Dornan did that in an
unbelievable fashion. In a very truthful
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way, he said, I am going to be a credi-
ble congressman. I am going to state
my mind. Only if 435 members would
actively get engaged like Bob Dornan
can we actually come up with a solu-
tion which is right. Then the people
can say, is that a proper way? Is that
truth or not? Bob Dornan made those a
strong advocate of ideas.

Mr. HUNTER. While he represented
his people and his constituency, he
never let his principals be pushed aside
by a poll.

We have the media always telling us
polls are a bad thing in this country,
and you should not always stick your
finger up in the wind to see which way
it is blowing before you make a deci-
sion as to what your principals are.
Bob Dornan never made a major deci-
sion based on which way the wind was
blowing. He had the principals, had
that compass right inside him.

Incidentally, one thing we have not
mentioned is that he was the Chairman
of the Personnel Subcommittee on the
Committee on National Security. He
was the guy, when he was a chairman
of that subcommittee, who authored
the pay raise for every single man and
woman who wears a uniform and who
put in literally dozens and dozens of in-
centives to be in the military, incen-
tives to stay, that helped retention,
and all kinds of things that were good
for quality of life for our military fam-
ilies. Military families never had a bet-
ter friend in the House of Representa-
tives than Bob Dornan.

Mr. STEARNS. Do you remember
when you were in leadership and you
assigned me as chairman of a personnel
task force and, at that time, we were
discussing lifting the ban on gays in
the United States military and the new
policy and we had several hearings?
Bob Dornan was active in that.

Perhaps a lot of Members did not
necessarily agree with Bob Dornan.
But Bob Dornan had a strong principle
in which he stated his position; but, at
the same time, he was willing to listen
to other people on this very controver-
sial issue.

I remember having our hearings, of
which you were helping us to bring in
witnesses. He would attend those hear-
ings, and he would ask the most con-
cise and cogent questions. He helped to
form our policy in the Republican
Party dealing with this whole policy.

Today, in this important area of, you
know, lifting the ban on gays in the
military, he stood in the gap. I com-
mend him for that.

Something else we should remember
is that he participated in Dr. Martin
Luther King’s historic march on Wash-
ington.

b 1700

A lot of Members of Congress
watched it on TV. A lot of Members of
Congress said, well, that is just an
issue I am not involved in.

But Bob Dornan believes in the
rights of individuals. He does not be-
lieve that any man or woman should be

discriminated on the basis of race,
creed color, or national origin. So he
was out there participating, and you
can see his picture in some of these
photographs from the civil rights
movement, in which there is Bob Dor-
nan, out there participating. Because
this is part of his personality. He want-
ed to get involved, he knew it was the
right thing to do.

He traveled to Mississippi to assist in
efforts to register black voters, despite
death threats from the KKK.

Mr. HUNTER. Let’s hold up on that
one. Some Members of the media have
accused Bob of believing in ethnic dif-
ferences and in oppressing ethnic
groups who want to register and vote.

So here is a guy who went to Mis-
sissippi when it was not very popular
to go to Mississippi, to help the black
community to register and vote, and
who also marched with Martin Luther
King, being accused of not believing in
the community of America. Bob Dor-
nan believed in the community of
America probably more than anybody
else who has ever walked out on this
House floor.

Mr. STEARNS. That is why earlier I
mentioned that he is a true humani-
tarian. He makes a statement in his
life and in his past activities that ‘‘I
believe freedom that works; I believe
all men and women should have the op-
portunity to enjoy success,’’ and he
was just a patriot. He was an individ-
ual that was an active proactive indi-
vidual, with a high level of energy and
an enormous intelligence.

So I think tonight, that is why you
and I felt it so important to come down
here, because we were just moved,
based on what we had seen in the news-
papers today, we thought, by golly, we
have got to come down here and talk
about, as you pointed out, his partici-
pation in this historic march on Wash-
ington with Dr. Martin Luther King.

Mr. HUNTER. I think if Bob was
here, he would say to us, ‘‘You ain’t
seen nothing yet,’’ because Bob Dornan
still possesses all those great talents
and that great heart for America. He
has a lot of wonderful kids and
grandkids, and I am privileged to know
some of them and have spent a lot of
great time with them. Robin and
Kathy, and Mark and Bobby, Jr., and
Terry; and the grandkids, Ricky and
Para, and Kevin and Collin, and Anna
and Haley, and, incidentally, that
Haley is named after I think Uncle
Jack Haley, who was the Tin Man in
the Wizard of Oz. That is where Bob got
some of the show business blood in his
veins. Erin, Robbie, Liam, Molly and
Morgan.

Incidentally, Bobby Dornan, Jr., is a
great buddy of mine, lives out in Vir-
ginia. We were out working on a log
cabin together, and he had this little
tiny baby in his arms, and I said, ‘‘Who
is this?’’ And he said, ‘‘This is little
Molly Dornan.’’

I tell you, if you have ever seen Bob
Dornan with little Molly and the all
the rest of them, and you have seen

them on this bobsled run, I mean, this
thing is like the Olympics. I would not
get on this run, but Bob Dornan puts
all these fearless grandkids together,
bundles them all down around him, and
goes whipping down this bobsled run at
about 100 miles per hour. Bob Dornan is
one of the great grandfathers in Amer-
ican history.

He also lets them pelt him with
water balloons, and he showed an ex-
traordinary amount of restraint when
all of these grandkids started giving
him the water balloon barrage.

Here is a great guy, great family
man, great American. We are going to
see a lot more of him.

Mr. STEARNS. You point out his
family tradition. As I recollect now, I
think he was been married about 43
years to one lovely woman——

Mr. HUNTER. Sally.
Mr. STEARNS. Sally. His family life

exemplifies his whole life, in the sense
that he is a strong family man for fam-
ily, God, and all the decency that ex-
ists today in our culture.

So we will take another time to talk
about our great friend and great pa-
triot, Bob Dornan, but on this evening,
we have let our sentiments to our col-
leagues be known.

Mr. HUNTER. God bless Bob Dornan
and all those little Dornans.

Mr. STEARNS. God bless Bob Dor-
nan.

f

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. KLINK (at the request of Mr. GEP-
HARDT) for today, on account of illness.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. DOGGETT) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:

Ms. SANCHEZ, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD, for 5 min-

utes, today.
Mr. ALLEN, for 5 minutes, today.
The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. WOLF) to revise and extend
their remarks and include extraneous
material:

Mrs. LINDA SMITH of Washington, for
5 minutes, today.

Mr. FOLEY, for 5 minutes today and
February 11.

The following Member (at her own re-
quest) to revise and extend her re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:

Mrs. LOWEY, for 5 minutes today.
The following Member (at her own re-

quest) to revise and extend her re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:

Mrs. CLAYTON, for 5 minutes today.
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EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:

The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. DOGGETT) and to include
extraneous matter:

Mr. VISCLOSKY.
Mr. DELLUMS.
Mr. HASTINGS.
Mr. POSHARD.
Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD.
Mr. DAVIS of Illinois.
Mr. ANDREWS.
Mr. DAVIS of Florida.
Mr. DIXON.
The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. WOLF) and to include ex-
traneous matter:

Mr. DIAZ-BALART.
Mr. RADANOVICH.
Mr. MCINTOSH.
Mr. ARCHER.
Mr. BURTON of Indiana.
Mr. SALMON.
The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mrs. CLAYTON) and to include
extraneous matter:

Mr. COBLE, in two instances.
Mr. FORBES.
Mr. KIND.
Mr. ANDREWS.
Mr. HINCHEY.
Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO.
Mr. MCKEON.
Mr. BURTON of Indiana.
Mr. DIXON.
Mr. VISCLOSKY.
Mr. DELLUMS.
Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD.
Mr. HAMILTON.
Mr. HASTINGS of Florida.
Mr. POSHARD.
Mr. SALMON.
Mr. WELDON of Florida.
Mrs. MORELLA.
Mr. GOODLING.
Mr. CALLAHAN.
Mr. HYDE.
Mr. BISHOP.
Mr. BAKER.
Mr. SOUDER.
Mr. LUCAS of Oklahoma.
Mr. PICKERING.
Ms. JOHNSON of Texas.
Mr. PICKETT.
Mr. HUTCHINSON.
Ms. KILPATRICK.
Mr. WELLER.
Mr. SOLOMON.
Mrs. FOWLER.
The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. STEARNS) and to include
extraneous matter:

Mr. PITTS.
Mr. PAYNE.
Ms. STABENOW.
f

SENATE ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to enrolled bills of the Senate of
the following titles:

S. 1349. An act to authorize the Secretary
of Transportation to issue a certificate of
documentation with appropriate endorse-
ment for employment in the coastwise trade
for the vessel Prince Nova, and for other pur-
poses.

S. 1575. An act to rename the Washington
National Airport located in the District of
Columbia and Virginia as the ‘‘Ronald
Reagan Washington National Airport’’.

f

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. GIB-

BONS). Pursuant to the provisions of
House Concurrent Resolution 201, 105th
Congress, the House stands adjourned
until 3 p.m. on Wednesday, February
11, 1998.

Thereupon (at 5 o’clock and 5 min-
utes p.m.), pursuant to House Concur-
rent Resolution 201, the House ad-
journed until Wednesday, February 11,
1998, at 3 p.m.
f

OATH OF OFFICE—MEMBERS,
RESIDENT COMMISSIONER, AND
DELEGATES

The oath of office required by the
sixth article of the Constitution of the
United States, and as provided by sec-
tion 2 of the act of May 13, 1884 (23
State.22), to be administered to Mem-
ber, Resident Commissioner, and Dele-
gates of the House of Representatives,
the text of which is carried in 5 U.S.C.
3331:

‘‘I, AB, do solemnly swear (or af-
firm) that I will support and defend
the Constitution of the United
States against all enemies, foreign
and domestic; that I will bear true
faith and allegiance to the same;
that I take this obligation freely,
without any mental reservation or
purpose of evasion; and that I will
well and faithfully discharge the
duties of the office on which I am
about to enter. So help me God.’’

has been subscribed to in person and
filed in duplicate with the Clerk of the
House of Representatives by the follow-
ing Members of the 105th Congress,
pursuant to the provisions of 2 U.S.C.
25:

Honorable GREGORY W. MEEKS, Sixth
District of New York.
f

SUPPLEMENTARY NOTICE OF
PROPOSED RULEMAKING

U.S. CONGRESS,
OFFICE OF COMPLIANCE,

Washington, DC, January 26, 1998.
The Hon. NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the House, U.S. House of Represent-

atives, Washington, DC.
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to Section

303 of the Congressional Accountability Act
of 1995, 2 U.S.C. § 1383, I am transmitting the
enclosed Supplementary Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking (requesting further comment on
proposed amendments to procedural rules
previously adopted) for publication in the
Congressional Record.

The Congressional Accountability Act
specifies that the enclosed notices be pub-
lished on the first day on which both Houses
are in session following this transmittal.

Sincerely yours,
RICKY SILBERMAN,

Executive Director.

Enclosure.
OFFICE OF COMPLIANCE

The Congressional Accountability Act of
1995: Amendments to Procedural Rules.

SUPPLEMENTARY NOTICE OF PROPOSED
RULEMAKING

Summary: On October 1, 1997, the Executive
Director of the Office of Compliance (‘‘Of-
fice’’) published a Notice of Proposed Rule-
making (‘‘NPRM’’) to amend the Procedural
Rules of the Office of Compliance to cover
the General Accounting Office (‘‘GAO’’) and
the Library of Congress (‘‘Library’’) and
their employees. 143 Cong. Rec. S10291 (daily
ed. Oct. 1, 1997). The Congressional Account-
ability Act of 1995 (‘‘CAA’’) applies rights
and protections of eleven labor, employment,
and public access laws to the Legislative
Branch. Sections 204–206 and 215 of the CAA,
which apply rights and protections of the
Employee Polygraph Protection Act of 1988
(‘‘EPPA’’), the Worker Adjustment and Re-
training Notification Act (‘‘WARN Act’’), the
Uniformed Services Employment and Reem-
ployment Act of 1994 (‘‘USERRA’’), and the
Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970
(‘‘OSHAct’’), became effective with respect
to GAO and the Library on December 30,
1997. The NPRM proposed to extend the Pro-
cedural Rules to cover GAO and the Library
and their employees for purposes of: (1) pro-
ceedings relating to these sections 204–206
and 215, (2) proceedings relating to section
207 of the CAA, which prohibits intimidation
and reprisal for the exercise of rights under
the CAA, and (3) regulating ex parte commu-
nications.

In the only comments received in response
to the NPRM, the Library questioned wheth-
er the CAA authorizes employees of the Li-
brary to initiate proceedings under the ad-
ministrative and judicial procedures of the
CAA alleging violations of sections 304–207 of
the Act. The Office is publishing this Supple-
mentary Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
(this ‘‘Notice’’) to give the regulated commu-
nity an opportunity to provide further com-
ment on the questions raised by the Li-
brary’s submission.

With respect to proceedings relating to
section 215 of the CAA (OSHAct) and with re-
spect to ex parte communications, a separate
Notice of Adoption of Amendments is being
prepared to extend the Procedural Rules to
cover GAO and the Library and their em-
ployees and to respond to relevant portions
of the Library’s comments, and will be pub-
lished shortly.

Dates: Comments are due within 30 days
after the date of publication of this Notice.

Addresses: Submit comments in writing (an
original and 10 copies) to the Executive Di-
rector, Office of Compliance, Room LA 200,
John Adams Building, 110 Second Street,
S.E., Washington, D.C. 20540–1999. Those
wishing to receive notification of receipt of
comments are requested to include a self-ad-
dressed, stamped post card. Comments may
also be transmitted by facsimile (‘‘FAX’’)
machine to (202) 426–1913. This is not a toll-
free call.

Availability of comments for public review:
Copies of comments received by the Office
will be available for public review at the Law
Library Reading Room, Room LM–201, Law
Library of Congress, James Madison Memo-
rial Building, Washington, DC, Monday
through Friday, between the hours of 9:30
a.m. and 4:00 p.m.

For further information contact: Executive
Director, Office of Compliance, at (202) 724–
9250 (voice), (202) 426–1912 (TTY). This Notice
will also be made available in large print or
braille or on computer disk upon request to
the Office of Compliance.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION

The Congressional Accountability Act of
1995 (‘‘CAA’’ or the ‘‘Act’’), Pub. L. 104–1, 2
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U.S.C. §§ 1301–1438, applies the rights and pro-
tections of eleven labor, employment, and
public access laws to certain defined ‘‘cov-
ered employees’’ and ‘‘employing offices’’ in
the Legislative Branch. The CAA expressly
provides that GAO and the Library and their
employees are included within the defini-
tions of ‘‘covered employees’’ and ‘‘employ-
ing offices’’ for purposes of four sections of
the Act:

(a) EPPA. Section 204, making applicable
the rights and protections of the Employee
Polygraph Protection Act of 1988
(‘‘EPPA’’)—in which subsection (a) generally
prohibits an employing office from requiring
a covered employee to take a lie detector
test, regardless of whether the covered em-
ployee works in that employing office; and
subsection (b) provides that the remedy for a
violation shall be such legal and equitable
relief as may be appropriate, including em-
ployment, reinstatement, promotion, and
payment of lost wages and benefits.

(b) WARN Act. Section 205, making applica-
ble the rights and protections of the Worker
Adjustment and Retraining Notification Act
(‘‘WARN Act’’)—in which subsection (a) pro-
hibits the closure of an employing office or a
mass layoff until 60 days after the employing
office has served written notice on the cov-
ered employees or their representatives; and
subsection (b) provides that the remedy for a
violation shall generally be back pay and
benefits for up to 60 days of violation.

(c) USERRA. Section 206, making applica-
ble the rights and protections of section 2 of
the Uniformed Services Employment and Re-
employment Rights Act of 1994
(‘‘USERRA’’)—in which subsection (a) pro-
tects covered employees who serve in the
military and other uniformed services
against discrimination, denial of reemploy-
ment rights, and denial of benefits by em-
ploying offices; and subsection (b) provides
that the remedy for a violation shall include
requiring compliance, requiring compensa-
tion for lost wages or benefits and, in case of
a willful violation, an equal amount as liq-
uidated damages, and the use of the ‘‘full eq-
uity powers’’ of ‘‘[t]he court’’ to fully vindi-
cate rights and benefits.

(d) OSHAct. Section 215, making applicable
the rights and protections of the Occupa-
tional Safety and Health Act of 1970
(‘‘OSHAct’’)—in which subsection (a) pro-
tects the safety and health of covered em-
ployees from hazards in their places of em-
ployment; subsection (b) provides that the
remedy for a violation shall be an order to
correct the violation; and subsection (c)
specifies procedures by which the Office of
Compliance conducts inspections, issues and
enforces citations, and grants variances.

Sections 204–206 and 215 go into effect by
their own terms with respect to GAO and the
Library one year after transmission to Con-
gress of the study under section 230 of the
CAA. The Board of Directors of the Office
(‘‘Board’’) transmitted its study (the ‘‘Section
230 Study’’) to Congress on December 30, 1996,
and sections 204–206 and 215 therefore went
into effect at GAO and the Library on De-
cember 30, 1997.

The NPRM proposed to extend the Proce-
dural Rules of the Office, which govern the
consideration and resolution of alleged viola-
tions of the CAA, to cover GAO and the Li-
brary and their employees in four respects:

(1) Sections 401–408 of the CAA establish
administrative and judicial procedures for
considering alleged violations of part A of
Title II of the CAA, which includes sections
204–206, and the Procedural Rules detail the
procedures administered by the Office under
sections 401–406. On the premise that GAO
and the Library and their employees are cov-
ered by the statutory procedures of sections
401–408 when there is an allegation that sec-

tions 204–206 have been violated, the NPRM
proposed to extend the Procedural Rules to
include GAO and the Library and their em-
ployees for the purpose of resolving any alle-
gation of a violation of these sections.

(2) Section 207 prohibits employing offices
from intimidating or taking reprisal against
any covered employee for exercising rights
under the CAA. On the premise that GAO
and the Library and their employees are cov-
ered under section 207, as well as under the
statutory procedures of sections 401–408 when
there is an allegation that section 207 has
been violated, the NPRM proposed to extend
the Procedural Rules to include GAO and the
Library and their employees for the purpose
of resolving any allegation of intimidation
or reprisal prohibited under section 207.

(3) Section 215 specifies the procedures by
which the Office conducts inspections, issues
citations, grants variances, and otherwise
enforces section 215, and the Procedural
Rules detail the procedures administered by
the Office under that section. As these statu-
tory procedures are part of section 215, which
expressly covers GAO and the Library and
their employees, the NPRM proposed to ex-
tend the Procedural Rules to cover these in-
strumentalities and employees for purposes
of proceedings under section 215.

(4) Section 9.04 of the Procedural Rules,
which regulates ex parte communications, in-
cludes within its coverage any covered em-
ployee and employing office ‘‘who is or may
reasonably be expected to be involved in a
proceeding or rulemaking.’’ As GAO and the
Library and their employees may reasonably
be expected to be involved in proceedings
and rulemakings, the NPRM proposed to ex-
tend the Procedural Rules to cover these in-
strumentalities and employees for purposes
of section 9.04.

As to proceedings under section 215 of the
CAA (OSHAct) and ex parte communications,
the Library’s comments argue that the Li-
brary should not now come under the Office’s
Procedural Rules generally or under the
Rules relating to section 215 proceedings spe-
cifically. After considering those arguments,
the Executive Director, with the approval of
the Board, has decided to amend the Proce-
dural Rules to cover GAO and the Library
and their employees with respect to proceed-
ings under section 215 and ex parte commu-
nications, and a Notice of Adoption of
Amendments to accomplish this and to re-
spond to relevant portions of the Library’s
comments is being prepared and will be pub-
lished shortly.

However, as to whether CAA procedures
cover GAO and the Library and their em-
ployees for purposes of resolving disputes
under section 205–207, the Library’s com-
ments raises issues of statutory interpreta-
tion upon which the Office seeks comments.
The Library argues that Congress ‘‘expressly
excluded’’ the Library and other instrumen-
talities from the application of all proce-
dural and other provisions of the CAA other
than the substantive provisions in Title II.
The Library states: ‘‘A fair reading of the
CAA is that Congress intended to ensure that
the Library’s employees were covered by the
substantive protections of the law, but that
no procedural regulations should affect the
Library’s employees until the Office of Com-
pliance completed its study [under section
230], made it legislative recommendations,
and Congress acted on those recommenda-
tions.’’ (The Office of Compliance has made
the Library’s entire submission available for
public review in the Law Library Reading
Room of the Law Library of Congress, at the
address and times stated at the beginning of
this Notice.) The Office hereby invites the
views of the entire regulated community on
the issues raised by the Library, including
the following specific questions:

SUPPLEMENTAL REQUEST FOR COMMENT

1. Can GAO and Library employees use the
administrative and judicial procedures of
sections 401–408 of the CAA when a violation
of sections 204–206 (EPPA, WARN Act,
USERRA) is alleged?

As noted above, the NPRM was premised
on the view that the administrative and judi-
cial procedures of section 401–408 cover GAO
and the Library and their employees with re-
spect to proceedings where violations of sec-
tions 204–206 are alleged. Because the proce-
dures in section 401–408 can only be invoked
upon an allegation that substantive rights
granted in Title II have been violated, the
procedures arguably derive their scope from
the substantive provision involved in a par-
ticular proceeding. Sections 204–206 expressly
cover GAO and the Library and their em-
ployees, and, if the premise of the NPRM is
correct, proceedings under sections 401–408
that involve alleged violations of sections
204–206 may likewise cover those instrumen-
talities and employees. However, the Li-
brary’s comment challenged this premise,
arguing that Congress ‘‘expressly excluded’’
the Library and other instrumentalities
from the application of all portions of the
CAA except the substantive provisions of
Title II.

Commenters are asked to provide their
views as to whether the statutory procedures
under sections 401–408 should be construed as
covering GAO and the Library and their em-
ployees where violations of sections 204–206
are alleged, and are requested to present the
legal rationales that may bear on this in-
quiry. Commenters should address:

The relationship, if any, between the sub-
stantive requirements and remedies granted
in part A of Title II and the procedures es-
tablished in Title IV of the CAA.

The definitions and usage of the defined
terms ‘‘covered employee’’ and ‘‘employing
office’’ in various portions of the Act.

Whether the statute can be read to provide
substantive rights and remedies but not pro-
cedures.

The provision in section 415 of the CAA
prohibiting the use of the Office’s awards-
and-settlements account for awards and set-
tlements involving GAO and the Library.

The effect that section 225(d) of the CAA
should have in determining this issue.

The canons of construction requiring that
statutes in derogation of sovereign immu-
nity must be construed strictly in favor of
the sovereign and that a statutory construc-
tion which raises constitutional questions
such as separation-of-powers may be adopted
only if clearly required by the statutory
text.

2. Notwithstanding whether the procedures
established under the CAA apply, are other
procedures, whether internal or external to
GAO and the Library, available for consider-
ing alleged violations of sections 204–206 and
for imposing the remedies available under
those section?

In conducting the Section 230 Study, the
Board received information from GAO and
the Library and their employees indicating
that a variety of internal and external
venues are available for consideration of em-
ployee allegations of violations of workplace
rights and protections. Commenters are in-
vited to provide their views on the extent to
which procedures other than those estab-
lished by the CAA are available to GAO and
the Library and their employees where a vio-
lation of sections 204–206 is alleged and the
monetary and equitable remedies specified in
those sections are sought. Furthermore, in-
sofar as existing procedures may not com-
prehensively cover any dispute or provide
any remedy afforded under the CAA, do GAO,
the Library, and other employing offices
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have the authority to craft new procedures
and, through such procedures, to grant what-
ever monetary and non-monetary remedies
the CAA provides?

In responding to this inquiry, commenters
are also asked to consider the implications
of several provisions in the CAA. Do the fol-
lowing provisions limit the availability to
GAO and the Library and their employees of
the administrative, judicial, and negotiated
procedures that might otherwise be available
to them where violations of sections 204–206
are alleged and remedies granted under those
sections are sought.

Section 225(d) and (e) and 401 contain pro-
visions specifying, in general terms, what
procedures must be used to consider a CAA
violation and to seek a CAA remedy.

Section 409 and 410 allow judicial review of
CAA regulations and of CAA compliance
only pursuant to the procedures of section
407, which provides for judicial review of
Board decisions, and section 408, which pro-
vides a private right of action.

Commenters are also requested to be clear
as to whether procedures available outside of
the CAA cover claims by applicants for em-
ployment, former employees, and temporary
and intermittent employees, and whether
these procedures cover allegations by GAO
or Library employees that their rights
granted under the CAA were violated by
other employing offices and allegations by
employees of other employing offices that
their CAA rights were violated by GAO or
the Library.

3. Does section 207 of the CAA cover GAO
and the Library and their employees with re-
spect to sections 204–206 and 215? If not, do
other laws, regulations, and procedures cov-
ering GAO and the Library and their employ-
ees afford similar protection against intimi-
dation and reprisal for exercising CAA
rights?

The RPRM proposed to amend the Proce-
dural Rules to cover GAO and the Library
and their employees with respect to ‘‘any al-
legation of intimidation or reprisal prohib-
ited under section 207 of the Act.’’ While the
Library did not object to this proposal, sec-
tion 207 does not expressly cover GAO and
the Library and their employees. Comment
is therefore invited on whether the prohibi-
tion against intimidation and reprisal estab-
lished by section 207 should be construed as
covering GAO and the Library and their em-
ployees.

If section 207 is construed not to apply,
would other laws and regulations covering
GAO and the Library and their employees af-
ford protection against intimidation and re-
prisal for exercising rights under the CAA
Would these laws and regulations afford the
same substantive rights and remedies as sec-
tion 207? What procedures would be available
to consider violations and to impose such
remedies? Commenters are requested to be
clear as to whether such laws, regulations,
and procedures outside of the CAA cover ap-
plicants for employment, former employees,
and temporary and intermittent employees,
and whether these laws, regulations, and
procedures cover allegations that GAO or the
Library intimidated or took reprisal against
employees of other employing offices and al-
legations that other employing offices in-
timidated or took reprisal against GAO or
Library employees for exercising rights
granted under the CAA.

* * * * *
No decision will be made as to whether the

Procedural Rules will be amended to cover
GAO and the Library and their employees for
purposes of alleged violations of sections 204–
207 until after the comments requested in
this Notice have been received and consid-
ered. During this interim period, the Office

will accept requests for counseling under
section 402, requests for mediation under sec-
tion 403, and complaints under section 405
filed by GAO or Library employees and/or al-
leging violations by GAO or the Library
where violations of sections 204–207 of the
CAA are alleged. Any objections to jurisdic-
tion may be made to the hearing officer or
the Board under sections 405–406 or to the
court during proceedings under sections 407–
408. The Office will counsel any employees
who initiate such proceedings that a ques-
tion has been raised as to the Office’s juris-
diction and that the employees may wish to
preserve their rights under any other avail-
able procedural avenues.

Signed at Washington, D.C., on this 26th
day of January, 1998.

RICKY SILBERMAN,
Executive Director,

Office of Compliance.

f

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

7006. A letter from the Secretary of De-
fense, transmitting the Department’s Annual
Report to the President and the Congress
1998, pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 113; to the Com-
mittee on National Security.

7007. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting a copy of
Presidential Determination No. 98–7: Emi-
gration Policies of Albania, Kazakhstan,
Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, and
Uzbekistan, pursuant to 19 U.S.C. 2432(a) and
2439(a); (H. Doc. No. 105—209); to the Commit-
tee on International Relations and ordered
to be printed.

7008. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting a report
on the status of efforts to obtain Iraq’s com-
pliance with the resolutions adopted by the
U.N. Security Council, pursuant to Public
Law 102—1, section 3 (105 Stat. 4); (H. Doc.
No. 105—212); to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations and ordered to be printed.

7009. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting a Department’s report entitled
‘‘Country Reports on Human Rights Prac-
tices for 1997,’’ pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2151n(d);
to the Committee on International Rela-
tions.

7010. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting the Presi-
dent’s report entitled ‘‘Destruction of Equip-
ment East of the Urals’’; to the Committee
on International Relations.

7011. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. Act 12–226, ‘‘James M. McGee,
Jr., Street, S.E. Designation Act of 1997’’ re-
ceived January 29, 1998, pursuant to D.C.
Code section 1—233(c)(1); to the Committee
on Government Reform and Oversight.

7012. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. Act 12–227, ‘‘Ronald H. Brown
Building Designation Act of 1997’’ received
January 29, 1998, pursuant to D.C. Code sec-
tion 1—233(c)(1); to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform and Oversight.

7013. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. Act 12–228, ‘‘Brian T. A. Gibson
Memorial Building Designation Act of 1997’’
received January 29, 1998, pursuant to D.C.
Code section 1—233(c)(1); to the Committee
on Government Reform and Oversight.

7014. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a

copy of D.C. Act 12–229, ‘‘Closing of a Public
Alley in Square 5157, S.O. 95–107, Act of 1997’’
received January 29, 1998, pursuant to D.C.
Code section 1—233(c)(1); to the Committee
on Government Reform and Oversight.

7015. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. Act 12–230, ‘‘Taxicab Commis-
sion Hearing Examiner Amendment Act of
1997’’ received January 29, 1998, pursuant to
D.C. Code section 1—233(c)(1); to the Commit-
tee on Government Reform and Oversight.

7016. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. Act 12–231, ‘‘Fleet Traffic Adju-
dication Amendment Act of 1997’’ received
January 29, 1998, pursuant to D.C. Code sec-
tion 1—233(c)(1); to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform and Oversight.

7017. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. Act 12–232, ‘‘Closing of a Public
Alley in Square 5405, S.O. 96–135, Act of 1997’’
received January 29, 1998, pursuant to D.C.
Code section 1—233(c)(1); to the Committee
on Government Reform and Oversight.

7018. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. Act 12–233, ‘‘Criminal Code
Technical Amendments Act of 1997’’ received
January 29, 1998, pursuant to D.C. Code sec-
tion 1—233(c)(1); to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform and Oversight.

7019. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. Act 12–234, ‘‘Establishment of
Council Contract Review Criteria Temporary
Amendment Act of 1997’’ received January
29, 1998, pursuant to D.C. Code section 1—
233(c)(1); to the Committee on Government
Reform and Oversight.

7020. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. Act 12–235, ‘‘Tax Revision Com-
mission Establishment Temporary Amend-
ment Act of 1997’’ received January 29, 1998,
pursuant to D.C. Code section 1—233(c)(1); to
the Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight.

7021. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. Act 12–236, ‘‘Reorganization
Plan No. 5 for the Department of Human
Services and Department of Corrections
Temporary Act of 1997’’ received January 29,
1998, pursuant to D.C. Code section 1—
233(c)(1); to the Committee on Government
Reform and Oversight.

7022. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. Act 12–246, ‘‘Technical Amend-
ments Act of 1997’’ received January 29, 1998,
pursuant to D.C. Code section 1—233(c)(1); to
the Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight.

7023. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. Act 12–249, ‘‘Chief Procurement
Officer Qualification Amendment Act of
1997’’ received January 29, 1998, pursuant to
D.C. Code section 1—233(c)(1); to the Commit-
tee on Government Reform and Oversight.

7024. A letter from the Interim District of
Columbia Auditor, District of Columbia,
transmitting a copy of a report entitled ‘‘Re-
view of the Department of Employment
Services’ Surplus Tax Surcharge Funds.,’’
pursuant to D.C. Code section 47—117(d); to
the Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight.

7025. A letter from the Chairman, Board of
Governors, Federal Reserve System, trans-
mitting a report of activities under the Free-
dom of Information Act for 1997, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 552; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform and Oversight.

7026. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Personnel Management, transmitting
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a draft of proposed legislation entitled the
‘‘Federal Employees Health Benefits Chil-
dren’s Equity Act of 1997’’; to the Committee
on Government Reform and Oversight.

7027. A letter from the Secretary of En-
ergy, transmitting the FY 1997 annual report
under the Federal Managers’ Financial In-
tegrity Act (FMFIA) of 1982, pursuant to 31
U.S.C. 3512(c)(3); to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform and Oversight.

7028. A letter from the Chairman, Securi-
ties and Exchange Commission, transmitting
a report of activities under the Freedom of
Information Act for 1997, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 552; to the Committee on Government
Reform and Oversight.

7029. A letter from the the Administrative
Assistant, the Disabled American Veterans,
transmitting the report of the proceedings of
the organization’s 76th National Convention,
including their annual audit report of re-
ceipts and expenditures as of December 31,
1996, pursuant to 36 U.S.C. 90i and 44 U.S.C.
1332; (H. Doc. No. 105—208); to the Committee
on Veterans’ Affairs and ordered to be print-
ed.

7030. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting an up-
dated report concerning the emigration laws
and policies of Albania, pursuant to 19 U.S.C.
2432(b); (H. Doc. No. 105—210); to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means and ordered to be
printed.

7031. A letter from the Chairman, Inter-
national Trade Commission, transmitting a
draft of proposed legislation to provide au-
thorization of appropriations for the United
States International Trade Commission for
fiscal year 2000; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

7032. A letter from the Executive Director,
Office of Compliance, transmitting supple-
mentary notice of proposed rulemaking for
publication in the Congressional RECORD,
pursuant to Public Law 104—1, section 303(b)
(109 Stat. 28); jointly to the Committees on
House Oversight and Education and the
Workforce.

f

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. DREIER: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 352. Resolution providing for con-
sideration of motions to suspend the rules
(Rept. 105–415). Referred to the House Cal-
endar.

f

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 5 of Rule X and clause 4
of Rule XXII, public bills and resolu-
tions were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows:

By Mr. COBLE:
H.R. 3163. A bill to amend the Trademark

Act of 1946 to provide protection for trade
dress, and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SAXTON (for himself and Mr.
YOUNG of Alaska):

H.R. 3164. A bill to describe the hydro-
graphic services functions of the Adminis-
trator of the National Oceanic and Atmos-
pheric Administration, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Resources.

By Mr. BAKER:
H.R. 3165. A bill to amend the Securities

Exchange Act of 1934 to provide an oppor-
tunity for judicial review concerning the
adoption of accounting principles applicable

to issuers of federally-registered securities;
to the Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. BURTON of Indiana (for him-
self, Mr. ARCHER, Mr. THOMAS, Mr.
MICA, Mr. SALMON, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr.
GILMAN, Mr. COOKSEY, Mr.
CUNNINGHAM, Mr. ENSIGN, Mr. NOR-
WOOD, Mr. CANNON, Mr. HASTERT,
Mrs. KELLY, Mr. COX of California,
Mr. STUMP, Mr. PAUL, Mr.
BALLENGER, Mr. INGLIS of South
Carolina, Mr. WALSH, Mr. PAPPAS,
Mr. DREIER, Mr. CHRISTENSEN, Mr.
GANSKE, Mr. KNOLLENBERG, Mr.
FOLEY, Mr. MCCRERY, Mr. CRANE, Mr.
BRADY, Mr. SAM JOHNSON, Mr.
ENGLISH of Pennsylvania, Mr. CAMP,
Ms. GRANGER, Mr. MILLER of Florida,
Mr. DELAY, Mr. HILLEARY, Mr. TAL-
ENT, Mr. PETRI, Mr. COOK, Mr. HOUGH-
TON, Mr. MCINTOSH, Mr. BOEHNER,
Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. ARMEY, Mr. HOEK-
STRA, Mr. SPENCE, Mr. HAYWORTH,
Mr. BARTON of Texas, Mr. PETERSON
of Minnesota, Mr. BOB SCHAFFER, Mr.
LINDER, Mr. METCALF, Mr. SOUDER,
Mr. NUSSLE, Mr. SHADEGG, Mr.
WELDON of Florida, Mr. KLUG, Mr.
ROHRABACHER, and Mr. DICKEY):

H.R. 3166. A bill to amend title 5, United
States Code, to permit the use of medical
savings accounts under the health benefits
program for Federal employees, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform and Oversight, and in addition
to the Committee on Ways and Means, for a
period to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. ACKERMAN (for himself, Mr.
KING of New York, Mr. LAZIO of New
York, Mr. FORBES, and Mrs. MCCAR-
THY of New York):

H.R. 3167. A bill to designate the United
States Post Office located at 297 Larkfield
Road in East Northport, New York, as the
‘‘Jerome Anthony Ambro, Jr. Post Office
Building‘‘; to the Committee on Government
Reform and Oversight.

By Mr. HUTCHINSON (for himself, Mr.
CANADY of Florida, Mr. CONYERS, Mr.
HASTINGS of Florida, Mrs. MYRICK,
Mr. BLUNT, Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. OBER-
STAR, Mr. ALLEN, Mr. KLECZKA, Mr.
FILNER, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. FROST, Mr.
MARTINEZ, Ms. FURSE, Mr. BARRETT
of Wisconsin, Mr. WEXLER, and Mr.
SHADEGG):

H.R. 3168. A bill to clarify that bail bond
sureties and bounty hunters are subject to
both civil and criminal liability for viola-
tions of Federal rights under existing Fed-
eral civil rights law, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island:
H.R. 3169. A bill to amend the Occupational

Safety and Health Act of 1970 to include
State and local law enforcement agencies
under the protection of such Act; to the
Committee on Education and the Workforce.

By Mrs. KENNELLY of Connecticut:
H.R. 3170. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to prevent the conversion
of ordinary income or short-term capital
gain into income eligible for the long-term
capital gain rates, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. KLUG (for himself, Mr. OXLEY,
Mr. HALL of Texas, Mr. STEARNS, and
Mr. PAXON):

H.R. 3171. A bill to require the Federal
Communications Commission to eliminate
from its regulations the restrictions on the
cross-ownership of broadcasting stations and
newspapers; to the Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania:
H.R. 3172. A bill to provide that funds re-

ceived by the Federal Government from a to-

bacco industry settlement shall be used for
part A of Medicare; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. RANGEL:
H.R. 3173. A bill to lift the trade embargo

on Cuba, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on International Relations, and in ad-
dition to the Committees on Ways and
Means, Commerce, and Government Reform
and Oversight, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. WHITE (for himself, Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington, Mr. FRANKS
of New Jersey, Mrs. MALONEY of New
York, and Mr. NETHERCUTT):

H.R. 3174. A bill to amend the Federal Elec-
tion Campaign Act of 1971 to require elec-
tronic preservation and filing of reports filed
with the Federal Election Commission by
certain persons, to require such reports to be
made available through the Internet, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on House
Oversight.

By Mr. GILMAN (for himself and Mr.
GINGRICH):

H. Con. Res. 209. Concurrent resolution re-
membering the life of George Washington
and his contributions to the Nation; to the
Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight.

By Mr. SHAYS (for himself, Mrs. JOHN-
SON of Connecticut, Mr. GREENWOOD,
Mr. LIPINSKI, Mrs. KENNELLY of Con-
necticut, Mr. REGULA, Mr. LAFALCE,
Mr. FARR of California, Mr. FROST,
and Mr. GOODE):

H. Con. Res. 210. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress with respect
to promoting coverage of individuals under
long-term care insurance; to the Committee
on Commerce, and in addition to the Com-
mittees on Ways and Means, and Education
and the Workforce, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. FAZIO of California:
H. Res. 351. A resolution designating mi-

nority membership on certain standing com-
mittees of the House; considered and agreed
to.

By Mr. KINGSTON (for himself, Ms.
BROWN of Florida, Mr. CALLAHAN,
Mrs. FOWLER, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr.
WAMP, Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska,
Mrs. MALONEY of New York, and Mr.
DEAL of Georgia):

H. Res. 353. A resolution expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives con-
cerning human rights and due process in Ec-
uador; to the Committee on International
Relations.

f

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 135: Mr. BURTON of Indiana.
H.R. 347: Mr. SHADEGG.
H.R. 453: Mr. VENTO, Mrs. ROUKEMA, Mr.

DEFAZIO, Ms. RIVERS, Mr. FOLEY, and Mr.
WEXLER.

H.R. 586: Mr. COYNE.
H.R. 612: Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. MCINTOSH,

Mr. POSHARD, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. BARRETT of
Wisconsin, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. PETERSON
of Minnesota, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mr.
WISE, Mr. BAESLER, Mr. PASCRELL, Mr.
NETHERCUTT, Mr. KING of New York, Mr.
MOLLOHAN, Mr. HEFLEY, and Mr. COOK.

H.R. 634: Mr. BONILLA.
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H.R. 859: Mr. BALLENGER, Mr. STUMP, Mr.

TURNER, and Mr. JONES.
H.R. 979: Mr. HEFNER, Mrs. TAUSCHER, Mr.

METCALF, and Mr. HINOJOSA.
H.R. 1104: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts and

Mr. SHERMAN.
H.R. 1111: Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. SANDLIN, Mr.

PRICE of North Carolina, and Mr. MOLLOHAN.
H.R. 1114: Mr. CASTLE and Mr. COMBEST.
H.R. 1126: Mrs. LOWEY and Mr. GORDON.
H.R. 1215: Mr. GILMAN.
H.R. 1231: Mr. ADAM SMITH of Washington.
H.R. 1302: Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island.
H.R. 1362: Mr. BASS.
H.R. 1595: Mr. BALLENGER.
H.R. 1689: Mr. TURNER, Mr. WEYGAND, Mr.

LOBIONDO, and Mr. HOSTETTLER.
H.R. 1763: Mr. SHAYS.
H.R. 1814: Mr. FOLEY.
H.R. 1951: Mr. JACKSON, Mr. OBERSTAR, Ms.

DELAURO, Mr. POSHARD, and Mr.
BLAGOJEVICH.

H.R. 2023: Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island.
H.R. 2053: Mr. FATTAH.
H.R. 2145: Mr. FARR of California, Mr.

MCHUGH, Mr. THORNBERRY, and Mr. WATKINS.
H.R. 2154: Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. FROST, Ms.

SLAUGHTER, Mr. FATTAH, Mrs. THURMAN, and
Mr. GEJDENSON.

H.R. 2191: Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota.
H.R. 2202: Mrs. MYRICK and Mr. ENGEL.
H.R. 2228: Mrs. MALONEY of New York.
H.R. 2250: Mrs. MYRICK and Mr. CALVERT.
H.R. 2363: Mr. HASTINGS of Washington.
H.R. 2365: Mr. HINCHEY.
H.R. 2374: Mr. DELLUMS.
H.R. 2497: Mr. SKEEN, Mr. HILLEARY, Mr.

PORTMAN, Mr. HORN, Mr. FOSSELLA, Mr.
WHITFIELD, Mr. PEASE, Mr. LEWIS of Califor-
nia, Mr. LATHAM, Mr. SMITH of Oregon, Mr.
PICKERING, Mr. BAKER, Mr. MCKEON, Mr.
HUNTER.

H.R. 2499: Mr. HOEKSTRA, Mr. BROWN of
California, Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma, Mr.
JACKSON, and Mr. GUTIERREZ.

H.R. 2537: Mr. DEFAZIO and Mr. GALLEGLY.
H.R. 2556: Mr. METCALF.
H.R. 2560: Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. MENEN-

DEZ, Mr. HOYER, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. ED-
WARDS, Mr. SISISKY, and Mr. ROTHMAN.

H.R. 2604: Mr. PORTER, Mr. BARRETT of Ne-
braska, Mr. CANADY of Florida, and Mr. TAL-
ENT.

H.R. 2701: Mr. MANTON, Mrs. MALONEY of
New York, Mr. SCHUMER, Ms. STABENOW, Mr.
MCNULTY, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Ms.
VELAZQUEZ, Mr. NADLER, Mr. HINCHEY, Mrs.
LOWEY, Mr. WALSH, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. ACKER-
MAN, Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota, Mrs.
MCCARTHY of New York, Mr. TOWNS, Mr.
KING of New York, and Mr. MOLLOHAN.

H.R. 2713: Mr. FILNER and Mr. MCDERMOTT.
H.R. 2714: Mr. BILBRAY.
H.R. 2757: Mr. POSHARD.
H.R. 2760: Mr. HANSEN.
H.R. 2775: Mr. FATTAH, Mr. GOODLING, Mr.

COYNE, Mr. KANJORSKI, and Mr. MCHALE.
H.R. 2817: Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania and

Mr. BLUNT.
H.R. 2855: Mr. DEFAZIO and Mr. BORSKI.
H.R. 2868: Mr. DEFAZIO.
H.R. 2870: Mr. DOOLEY of California.
H.R. 2874: Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania.
H.R. 2884: Mr. PETRI and Mr. GOODLATTE.
H.R. 2908: Mr. WALSH, Mr. ENGEL, Mr.

GALLEGLY, Mr. LUCAS of Oklahoma, Mr. PE-
TERSON of Minnesota, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr.
ORTIZ, and Mr. HILL.

H.R. 2912: Ms. JACKSON-LEE, Ms. STABENOW,
and Mr. LUCAS of Oklahoma.

H.R. 2914: Mr. SKELTON.
H.R. 2923: Mr. FROST, Mr. MOLLOHAN, and

Mr. CUNNINGHAM.
H.R. 2936: Mr. ADERHOLT.
H.R. 2939: Mr. NETHERCUTT, Mr. OXLEY, Mr.

HILLEARY, Mr. MILLER of Florida, Mr. COBLE,
Mr. GOODLATTE, Mr. FOLEY, and Mr. CAL-
VERT.

H.R. 2973: Mr. NORWOOD, Mr. LEWIS of Geor-
gia, and Mr. SESSIONS.

H.R. 2983: Mr. EVANS, Mr. MEEHAN, Mr.
MCGOVERN, and Ms. WOOLSEY.

H.R. 3001: Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania,
Mr. FILNER, and Ms. FURSE.

H.R. 3033: Mr. FROST, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr.
CLAY, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. THOMPSON, Mr.
STOKES, Ms. CARSON, Mr. RUSH, Mr.
CUMMINGS, and Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts.

H.R. 3086: Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts
and Mr. RAHALL.

H.R. 3101: Mr. FROST and Mr. ENGLISH of
Pennsylvania.

H.R. 3102: Mr. MATSUI, Mr. FRANK of Massa-
chusetts, Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania, Mr.
DELAHUNT, Mr. KLUG, Mr. FOLEY, Mr. FROST,
and Mr. PAUL.

H.R. 3110: Mrs. MYRICK and Mr. ENGLISH of
Pennsylvania.

H.R. 3120: Mr. KOLBE, Mr. RADANOVICH, Mr.
COOK, Mr. CRAPO, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. MCKEON, and Mr. PACK-
ARD.

H.R. 3126: Mr. BORSKI.
H.R. 3133: Mr. METCALF.
H. Con. Res. 106: Mr. WEXLER.
H. Con. Res. 202: Mr. CHRISTENSEN, Mr.

SESSIONS, Mr. INGLIS of South Carolina, Mr.
DICKEY, Mr. KING of New York, Mr.
BALLENGER, Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska, Mr.
BACHUS, Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma, Mr.
HOSTETTLER, Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, Mr. BUYER,
and Mr. CANNON.

H. Res. 267: Mr. SANDERS, Mr. PETRI, Mr.
MCINTOSH, and Mr. FAWELL.

f

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors
were deleted from public bills and reso-
lutions as follows:

H.R. 2021: Mr. LIPINSKI.
H. Con. Res. 182: Mr. DAVIS of Virginia.
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